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PREFACE, 


With particular regard to the Biſhop of Mcaux's 
deſign in explaining the Doctrine of the 
Romiſh Church, and complaining of Miſ- 
repreſentations. 


I» HAT is deſigned here, is not to foreſtall The defien of 
| what has been obſerved in the following this Pretace. 
Diſcourſe concerning the Uſefulneſs of the 


Method here propoſed of managing our 

Diſputes with the Romaniſts 3 but only. to 
adapt it to our preſent circumſtances , in relation to the contrary 
Method, which is at preſent moſt received and infilted on by our 
Adverfaries, 

2, It is ſtrange to ſee with what confidence our prefent Ad» g,, c3,vch or 
verlaries have Tranſlated and urged the Biſhop of Meaux's Book Eaglendis un- 
of Expoſition of the DoGtrine of theix Church, as if owr Chxrches concerned in 
were any way concerned in it,as to the main Queſtion concerning tlie Biſhop of 
the difference of Communion. I do not now intend to Diſpute g__ a 
(what others have ſufficiently accounted for.) whether their ,. ja - 
Council. of Trent, or even their Church, which receives many Queſtion con- 
more Councils belides that of Trent, be Reſponſible for what is cerning dif- 
charged on them in the partic#lars there inſiſted on. For us at of 
preſent, it is ſufficient to ſhew, that what he there endeavours, __ 
if he had: been as ſucceſsful in it as our Adverſarics think he has,is 


yet by no means ſufficient. for his deſign, to juſtifie their. Church 
A 3 as 
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as an oppoſite Communion, and particularly as refuſing to Communi- 
cate with ozr Churches in theſe Kingdoms: 
In ſome of his -3, Some of thoſe Ditputes'do-mot-concern ou Churches at all, 
Diſpures our paxticalarly-theſe very momentons ones, concerning the” neceſfity 
__—_ Ow of Epiſcopacy, and a lawful Call and Amthority to retorm what 0- 
wy therwiſe were fit to be reformed. If they will allow us Anglicane 
Liberties, as many whom they dare not condemn for good Ca- 
tholicks do challenge Gallicane, I cannot imagin what they can 
pretend againlt us in thoſe things which themſelves allow to be in 
the Go Power, ſecing we prefume no. farther than our own 
Furi{diftions, and do not, as they do, impoſe our ſentiments as 
conditions of Lay , and therefore Catholick Communion. Why 
may we not therefore diſpence with the Marriage of our Clergy ? 
Why may we not allow 'the Communion in both kinds ? Why may 
we not allow the Scriptures to be Tranſlated into the Velgar 
Tongue * Why may. we not allow them to be read by the 
Laity ? Why may we riot allow the like Tranſlations of our Pub- 
lick Litzrgies * Our Adverſaries of the Roman Communion do not 
condemn theſe things as unlawful in their own nature, but only as 
inexpedient z nor yet even as inexpedient zniverſally, but ſo as that 
in cirexmſtances they may become expedient, in which caſes they 
allow it to be in their Chxrches. Power to diſpenſe with them, and 
have afzally diſpenſed with them in the Greeks, Sclavonians, and 
Calixttnes. 

Particular 4. And certainly if particular Churches may be allowed any Au- 
cs ="; tharity at all, it muſt be in ſuch things as theſe,as are confeſſedly, 
= hon — indifferent in their own natzre, and which become either good or 
Churches an bad accidentally, only as they are skiltully or unskilfully adapted 
account of -. to. Circumſtances. Nor is there any reaſon to abridg partienlar 
their own de- Chyrches of this uſe of their Liberty without the conſent or ap- 
- agheen probation of Forcigners. For if the goodneſs or inconvenience of 
riſdi8ions.. . ſuch Decrees do depend on the circumſtances, then. certainly it 
will be by no means fit to make any wniverſal or immutable De- 
, crees concerning ſuch things whoſe circumttances are neither wni- 
verſal nor immutable. For change of circumſtances as it may make 
them good,ſo it may alſo make them inconvenient and imprudent,{0 
that ſuch wniverſal Decrees muſt require them as well when they are 
imprudent and inconvenient, as when they are in reaſon fit to be re- 
quired, If therefore there. nwuſt be allowed an Authority to change 
(uch Decrecs, and to make ſuch variations as the variety of Cir- 


cumſtances 
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eumſtances may require :' what Authority can be fitter for this pur- 

ſe than that which judges on the place, and may therefore pro- 

ceed on the moſt accurate information ? And if the Fuftice ot ſuch 
Decrees be grounded on their. being adapted to Circumſtances ; 
' then certainly that Authority which has univerſally beft reaſon 
to know thoſe Circumſtances, ought not to be determined by that 
which may as univerſally be prefumed leſs acquainted with them. 
And who can doubt but the Authorities of the places can better 
judg of Circumſtances when they may know them immediately.than 
cither Popes, or even General Councils, who can only know the 
change of circumſtances at ſecond hand, from the information of 
others who have becn upon the places? This whole Reaſoning is 
not only admitted, but is the very thing inlifted/on by thoſe who 
hold, that as General Councils axe above the Pope, and therefore 
that the Decrees of Councils are more obliging than the Bulls of 
Popes 3 ſo even the Decrees of ſuch Councils themſelves cannot 
become obligatory to particular Chrrches till they be received by 
them. And therefore this: Reaſoning , and all its juſt conſequences, 
cannot, even by themſelves, be condemned as Heretical, unleſs 
they will withal paſs the ſame ſevere cenſure on ſome-confidera- 
ble Bodies of their own Communion, 

5. All that they can ſay, on this occaſion, is, that we might By Galicane 
indeed have refuſed our conſent to the firſt determination of ner. 
theſe things ; but that having once given our conſent, we are 44,0, 9 

"+, - y 
no longer at liberty to withdraw it again afterwards without the ag well reje# 
conſent of the ſame Power which concurred with us at the firſt matters of 
receiving of them. This might indeed have been pretended con- this nature, 
ſequently if the Power of reception at firſt had been expreſly al- "ugh _ 
lowed by the Council. But when the ſame Authors detend this 5,612 weir 
ſame Authority in particular Fariſditions to refuſe thoſe Decrees conſent to 
which give them no Authority to refuſe them, even at their firſt their firſt 
reception 3 nay which peremptorily- oblige them to receive them z reception. 

I cannot, for my part, underſtand how it is poſſible to maintain 
this, without an abſolute independence of particular Churches 
in matters of this nature. For certainly every Subjec, properly 
{ called, is under an obligation of Conſcience to receive all law- 
ful Impoſitions of his competent and due Superiors, and there- 
fore muſt ſin in denying his reception, which can by no means dif- 
oblige him afterwards, unleſs = fancy that committing of a 


fin 
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fin can excuſe from an otherwiſe valid obligation. Tf therefore the 
firſt reception of ſuch Decrees was not for the ſake of any ſuch 
Council, or any other ſuch Foreign Authority which might oblige 
particular Churches to receive them, but on account of ſuch 
Churches judging them ſuitable to their own Circumſtances : what 
ground can there be to imagin that ſ#ch a reception mult diveſt 
them of their liberty afterwards ? And I the Circumſtances 
are acknowledged to be mutable, in which ſuch Decrees were at 
tirſt thought convenient, and ſo far mutable as that what was 
convenient in ſome circumſtances may be as inconvenient in others ; 
how can the ſame Churches be charged with levity in changing 
their opinion concerning things which depend on fo changeable reg- 
ſons of which they are acknowledged, by theſe Principles, to be 
at firſt the competent Judges ? 
Many of the 6. Belides,the moſt that our Adverfaries ſay on ſeveral of their 
Galkcane Rea- Decrees of this kind, is, that they are not ſuthcient to excuſe a 
ſonings a- pþrexch of Communion in Perſons who are not concerned to j 
_ co of Publick,Conſtitutions,but to ſubmit to the judgment of thoſe who 
| —— thoſe are the competent Jrager, whileſt they live within their Juriſdi. 
of their own ions. This might poſſibly have concerned the Hrgonots whilelt 
Communion they lived in their Juriſdictions, it they had not otherwiſe de- 
obliged in prived themſelves of their otherwiſe Lawful Power within their 
—_— own Furiſdittions by their Innovations in the common Faith, But 
Judgments to what is it to us, who are no Sbjefts of their Furiſdifions ; nor 
eur Churches therefore under any higher Obligations to ſubmit to their Judg- 
in marters ments in mattcrs of this nature than they are to ſubmit to owrs ? 
concerning R:ther on the contrary the ſame Reaſoning will make for us, 
you Lied * and againſt themſclves, it the Scene be changed from France to 
they live gland. Have they the Churches and as Lawtul uninterrupted 
within our Jus Succeſſion in France ?. And have not we the ſame in England ? 
r1ſdiRtions. Have the Hyponots failed there in the like Succeſſion of a Prote- 
ſtant Epiſcopacy,which might give them the reputation of a Church 
in contra-diſtin&tion to the Komaniſts, according to St, Cyprian's 
notion that makes Eprſcopacy Eſſential -to the notion of a true 
Church ? And have not the Romanifts likewiſe failed here of the 
like uninterrupted Sxcceſſion of Epiſcopal Government? for what 
can a foreign Titlar, now and then lent hither by a foreign Au- 
thority, do to conltitute an uninterrupted Sxcceſſion of a Church in 
England ? Are the Hwgonats tor thole reaſons , of living in their 
Fariſdi- 
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Furiſdiftions, and of wanting what might give them the face of 
a Chrrch in oppoſition to the Romaniſts,to be reckoned as in Con- 
ſcience liable to their determinations ? and are- not the Romaniſts 
in our Furiſdiftions, on the ſame accounts, to be reckoned as the. 
fame way liable to our determinations in things indifferent, and 
confeſſedly depending on the Authority of particular Churches ? 
Are the Hugonots Schiſinatical in F#ance for not complying with 
the determinations of the Gallicane Churches in things, however 
inconvenient, yet confeſſedly not finfiet ? And will not the Romaniſts 
be on the ſame account Schiſmatical for the like diſobedience in 
England ? 

7. The rather ſo, becauſe themſelves can pretend no reaſon that 
can oblige another Chwrch to be of their minds, which can chal- 
lenge as juſt an Amthority as themſelves can for judging within her 
own Juriſdiction. For if they can but lay aſide the prejudice they 
have received from the reverence they have for their Churches 

in matters of this nature, ſo as to be able to judg im- 
partially ; though they may think the general preſumption which 
ought to be on the fide, and in favour of Authority ſufficient to 
countervail the more appearing Reaſonings of Subjefs, yet cer- 
tainly they cannot think their own determinations more reaſon- 
able in themſelves if they were to be oppoſed to the contrary de- 
terminations of an equally-competent Jxdg, and an equally-law- 
ful Azthority. For can any Perſon in his ſenſes think that Prayers 
in an wknown Tongue are of themſelves more edifying than ſuch 
as are commonly xnderftood ? or that what is lels edifying is litter 
for pwblick uſe than that which more conduces to pwblick edificati- 
on ? Can any think it fit that a ſtanding Law ſhould be niade 
and impoſed on all Churches that both Symbols muſt never more 
be given to the Laity but in rarely occurring Caſes, and by particu- 
lar Diſpenſations ; when it is manifeſt that it was otherwiſe admi- 


; * niſtred by our Saviowrand his Apoſtles, otherwiſe by the Catbolick 
Church for, at leaſt, a thouſand years, that the diſtribution was 


ordinarily in both kinds, and if any did receive it otherwiſe, that 
this was then the rare Caſe, and provided for in the particular 
exigency by a rarely-occurring Diſpenſation ? This is, 1 am ſure, 
the utmolt that the Biſhop of Meawx , that any of our Adverſa- 
ries, can ſay, with any colour, for their own Practice. But can 


they think that Chrift and his Apoſtles did not fit their general Pra- 
4 tice 


The decifions 
of the Rome- 
nts in mat- 
rers of this na- 
ture are in 
themſelves fo 
unreaſonable, 
as thar ( ab- 
ftracting from 
the Anthoriey 
by which they 
are impoſed) 
themſelves 
can pretend 
no reaſon that 
can oblige an» 
other Church 
which is as 
comperent 2a 
Fudg of them 
as theirs is, t 
be of rheir 
Churches 
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fice in affairs of this nature to general Circumſtances ? Can they 
think that mutable Circumſtances can fo alter at one time, that 
- what was then, conſidering Circumſtances, generally convenient, 
may now be as generally inconvenient on the conſpiring general 
change of Circxmſtances ? Can they tell, in particular, what thoſe 
Circumſtances are which may make it now unht for the Lazty to 
Communicate in both kinds,which were not alſo then,and which 
would not- have proved this Communion in both kinds as in- 
| | | convenient then as now , proceeding on their Principles ? They 
| cannot ſay but that their Docrines of Tranſubſtantiation and Con« 
| comitancy (if they be true at all) were as true then as they. arc 
[ \ , mow, They cannot ſay but that it was then, at leaſt, as fit .as 
| .  nopy, to preſerve that reſpe& which was due to the Sacerdotal Of- 
(| } | fice by thele diſtances, even in Commynion,' They know very well , 
| | that theſe diltancts were adzaly obſerved , and' that the Clergy .. 
[| had then ſuch honours in Communicating above the Laity, that 1t 
| 1+,” was then accounted a ſevere puniſhment in the Diſcipline. of + 
i thoſe Ages for a Clergyman to be degraded to, the Communion of a 
71  Lajick. Theyccannot but khow'that this dittin&tion might then,” _ 
"(11 © as well as tow, have been made” by chis' appro rating Of 3) 20 X 
| \.,. .;: to the Clergy, and may nor as well 'as then; Ye maintained” by : » 
| | other honours in Communicgying without any ſuch appropriation. 
| | | What therefore can this change of Circumſtances meay but their + -. 
1 belief of theſe new Dotifine? which'were not 1ht believed ?,And .. 
|| -* how manffeſt preſumy tion muſt therefore 1ye againſt'them on our 
| | Churches lide, that ſhe coritinues the' Prattice as it has been de-" 
| livered to her -by ſuch unquefliiohable Authority, and does not 
i preſume as they do, to change her Pradtice, on the moxe -uncer- 
tain Reaſonings, and Inferences, of later Ages ? - © | 
Suppoſing the . $. Thus it- appcars that, 'abſtra&ing from the Arnthorjties,. os . 
| Authority of {{ppofing them eqzrz] on both {ides yet "the (determinations; of _* 
both yg our Church! in theſe particit}ars at leaſt; niuſt be,. even by thegi- 
OG } ſelves, judged molt prudent... So that where the Awtborities are 
| Churches have equal, there can be nothing'pretended, even by our Adverfaries, 
| fereral other why any ſhould lcave our Churthcs determinations, and adhere 
| collateral ad- to theirs, on account of the intrinfick, reaſonableneſs of the detet- 
ok. 1 uf minations-thcmſclves. Ard yet fupfoling the Authoritigs other- 
even in point Wiſe 'eqral, we have notwithſtanding this advantage over our 
of Authority, Adverſaries, that cur Anthority requires obedicnce only where, 
even 
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even on equal terms, ſhe has more reaſon to expe it, from, her 
own Subjefs, and within her own Juriſdictions 3 but their Church 
extends her commands, where ſhe has no Authority at all, over 
others Subje&s, and in other Furiſditions. But I add further, that 
moſt of our other determinations are undoubtedly more ſafe, 
and therefore more eligible by Subjefis where they are ſuppoſed to 
be at their choice, which mult be their caſe when we ſuppoſe two 
differcnt determinations, otherwiſe equally indifferent in theix own 
nature, and equally determined by a lawful Authority. | For ſuppoſe 
they could with all their artitices clear ſeveral Practices of their 
Church from Sin, yet they can neyer prove them ſo ſafe as ours. 
It is certainly lawfrl to worlhip God alone as the Primitzve Church 
did without Images: Tt is lawful, at leaſt, as they did, to mention 
no other TIntercefſor in our Prblick, Prayers than Chriſt . alone who 
has undoubtedly the 'office of interceding for us. Theſe are un- 
doubted Prattices of 'the Primitive Church for ſeveral Ages. - But 
that the oppoſite Praftices are ſo lawful, fo far removed trom dan- 
ger of Sin, even our Adverſarics themſelves cannot think it they 
will conſider and reflect. We certainly keep cloſer to the Primi- 
tive Traditions, when together with their Opinions we retain their 
Prattices, alſo than when, upon preſumption of our own skill 
in judging, conſequences , we venture in confidence of Conſc- 
quences drawn from their Opinions, to innovate their 
Pratiices. We are certainly as ſafe in our ſimplicity, as thoſe Pri- 
mitive Ages, who were as ſimple as we are. But our Adverlarics 


" 'are liable to a hazard wherein we-are not concerned, I mean the 


wickedneſſes they muit be charged with if they ſhould prove mi- 
ftaken in their Reaſonings, their being certainly guilty of the 
violation of Church-Communion, which tollows on their impoſing The pigho 

, . y p of 
their own ſentiments in matters of that nature, not now to men- Meaux's Rea- 
tion the proper charge of 1dolatry. Th , ſonings do 

9. Thus it appears that by Galiicane: Principles, all their Rea- not with the 


' ſonings of this kind againſt the Hygonors in France , return up- leaſt Probabi- 


, #- F . T liry. 
on their Brethren of their own Communion in England. + So tar an heme 


they are from being adapted to the nature of their Diſputes in are obliged to 
England. Suppoſe they had been ſucceſsful in purging their In- be of ebeir 


vocation of. Saints, their Prayers for departed Sguls in Purgatory , Churches 


their Praftice of Indulgences, their Private Maſſes , their Praycys mind, as far 
. - ui yo 4" as Concerns 
in an unknown Tongue , their Communicating the Laicks in one their own Ju- 
only kind, thcir probibiting the uſe of the Scriptures to the Laity, riſdifions. 
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&c. from all Imputations of Sin and wnlawfulnefl ; All this * 
will only prove the Sxbjefts of their own Furiſditions obliged? 
to acquieſce in their reſpeQtive determinations, and not to ſeparave © 
from them for Impoſitions of this natxrez and that ſuch Separa- 
tions from them for matters of this nature would be Schiſmatical, 
and deprive ſuch Separaters of a Right of Catholick Communion , | 
if ſuch Churches had not, on other accounts, ct themſelves © 
from the Cathotick, Church by innovating in the Catholick, Faith, 
and -breaking the terms of Catholick, correſpondence by impoſing 
on the Liberties of other Chxrches not obnoxious to them. But 
bare Lawfulneſs of them will not ſuffice to prove other-Churches +. 
obliged to impoſe them within their own Jariſdifiions. Nor can 
it face to prove the diſuſe of theſe things unlawful where ſuch 
diſuſe is alſo allowed by a Lawful Antbority within.its own Juriſ« 
diftion ; nay where the oppoſite uſes are alſo impoſed, and impoſed 
by a Lawful Amthority not exceeding its own FJuriſdifion. 
Monſieur de Meaux does not ſo much as offer, nor pretend, any 
proof, that it is out of the Power of the Church to forbear, or | 
even alſo to forbid any Invocation of Saints , any Prayers for Souls 
in Pargatory,. or Indwlgences, or Private Maſſes, &c. within her 
own uriſalftion at leaſt, to impoſe publick Offices that ſhould 
require no ſuch things. Such Offices mult needs be as lawful now 
as before theſe Innovations were introduced z and being Lawful, 
mult therefore (by their own Principles) oblige the Swbjetis of 
their own Furiſdiftion , under pain of Schiſm and Excluſion from 
Catholick Communion. They would certainly think them Schiſma- 
zicks that ſhould uſe a _— in France forbidden by the Church of 
France, or uſe Prayers or other Rites or Pradiices forbidden by the 
Governors of the reſpetive Juriſdictions, and not eſſential to Li- 
tzrgiesr. They account it Schiſmatical in the Hugonots that they do 
not obſerve things of this nature impoſed in France. And how 
can they defend themſelves from the like Imputation of SCHISM 
for not obſcrving our Engliſh Liturgy impoſed by the Church of 
England, whileſt they hve within our Engliſh Juriſdiction ? nay 
for ſeparating into a diſtin Communion, and correſponding with a 
Communion that has condemned, and cxerciſcd open hoſtility againſt 
the Communion of the Furiſditiion they live in? How can they de- 
fend themſelves from the charge of being Schiſmatical for taking 


upon them to judg of the Decrees of the lawful Superiors of their 
own 
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own- Juriſdiction, and aRually ſeparating from them, even tho 
the'things impoſed had really been inconvenient ? | 


10. Theſe manifett advantages we have againſt them, in their 19 this way of 
own new Methods,whilſt the Diſpute is confined to their Caſe that 318 the the 


live within our own Furiſdiftions, That we are not accountable 

to thaw for the Pradeaze of our E:xlefiatical Confitanions, but that clint cone 

their own Notions of Eccleſiaſtical Amthority, and much more the the 4ggreſſors, 

Notions of the Primitive Catholick Church, do make them accounta-) 329 to take 

ble to Vs, for breaking Peace with ur for them, how impradent go ngo wane? 

foever they could prove them, if* they cannot allo prove them pr,gue our | 

Sinful and Unlawful, and Sinful as well for Sabjefis to Praflice, as Churches Do»: 

for Swperiors to-impoſe 3 for it is only this latter way of {tating the Qrine. 
eſtion, that can reach the Caſe  _ Subjetts. Andin 

this way-of proceeding, the Charge and Proof will wholly lye on 

their ſide, which they have-hitherto endeavoured to faſten on wv. 

They are obliged to prodwce their Reaſons for ſeparating from wx. 

And they are to take care that the Reaſons produced be ſufficient 

to juſtifie their Separation, and that-the Charges they produce be 

not againſt particular Doffors of our Communion, but agai 

our Churches themſelves, and our Communion: And it will be they, 

not we, that-muſt be reſponſible for any Mifapprebenſion or Miſre- 

preſentation of our Church's Doctrine inthe Particulars wherewith 

they charge her. Which things I warn only to let them ſee the 

Inſufficiency of their new: calebrated Methods, and withal their 

Imprudence in applying what might have been urged, not with 

more force; but at leaſt with more Plaxſibilty, by the Biſhop of 

Meaux in France, which loſes even its Plaxſibilty alſo, and returns 

upon themſelves whenapplicd-toour Circumſtances here in En- 

gland. But if they will needs have us totake upon us to be the x4 ye mutt + 

Aegreſſors, and to charge their Church with Imputations ſufficient needs be the 

to juſtifhie our not Communicating with- them'z even this our Cauſe Aggreſſors,we 

is.very well able to account for, by the Doctrine of the follow- ©2n Jultly 

ing ſhort Diſcourſe concerning the Fundamental Principle of Pope- Amato 

ry; as a diſtin} and oppoſite Communion. Tho neither Matters of yh their In« 

Difcipline, nor even Dotrinal Etrors in matters of leſſer importance, norations in 

be-dufficient to juſtifie a withdrawing from Communion of otherwiſe marters of 

Lawfil Superiors z yet even themſelves cannot deny but that In» Faith, with- 

novations in matters of Faith are ſufficient for it, nor can they po ak Et 

here complain of the leaſt M;(repriſentatian. . They cannot 'dehy gevce of Lily: 

but repreſenting. . 


- if eyer the Biſhop of me 
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but that it is wnlawfid to Communicate with Hergticky., 1, They can- 
notdeny but that even. Subjes may. withdraw their Communion 
| wriſd 
reſie, -as a condition of HiS Cammwman 3, ſothat this, will jultitie our 
Non-Communiqn with, them; tho.we had otherwiſe, been obliged 
to as much Sbjedzon to them as. therpſe]ves. pretend. -* Much leſs 
cay, they deny, but, that. Byſbops, may. dojit-who) idre- otherwiſe 


hath ioefey invelted with Eg:ſcqp/ \Pawex., They c4nnot- deny/but 
23 36? , that, 


oops, may gg it, withqut.Councls,as;well 2s in them; as all 


' the Herefies were, condernned: that boke gut,in the-!fixlt/ three 


turies. . They .cannot deny but; that'private' Biſhops of the 
Furiſdittions where Hereſtes txt} xoſe,, took upon them Awthorita= 
tively to, condemn, the Hereſies as, well as, the Hereticky of their 


- own. Juriſdictigns, apd by their, Exayclieal Epiſties looked on all 


other | io in the World ,oþliged.ito.xatify {ach cenſures;veven 


* antecegently . to any Gonciliary 'eterminations. So Alexander. of 


Alexandria .condemned . the 4vjan. Herelie 3 not only before the 


* Councel of Nice, but alſo , before the Biſhop-of Rome, was either 


.conſulted, or had ſo. much, as heard what'ithe Hereſie was: that 
* was ſo.condemned by him, which notwithſtanding he ſeconded 
' With his Encyolical, Epiſtles, expeRting ang-requiring their ratiti- 


cation of. his Cenſure, upon the Reafons there -produced by him 


4 


' for it. They cannot deny. but that ſucceeding Biſhops have juſtly 
rejected Herefies, that had before been received by their Prede- 
.ce{ſors in the ſame Secs. , . This was, plainly, the avowed praftice 
,of, all, the, Catholick, Scceſſers of the: many Biſhops; that profefied 
an in the days of, Conſtantizs and Valeyand-of all the Pa- 
rons.of Images who reffinded/all the detexminations of: their 
Predeceſſars 0 the preceding Reigns, even, that Conciliary one of 


C 


* Conſtantinople, who are notwithſtanding commended for it by our 


Advexſaries. Our Biſhop. therefore are not.to be prejudged for 
rejeing their new determinations of: Faith, notwithſtanding that 
5 1 had indeed been received by their immediate Romiſh Prede- 
ceſſors. . What is it therefore in. this charge wherein they can pre- 
tend any- Miſrepreſentation ? They will not ſay that their Church 
her ſelf is not concerned to anſwer for her Impolitions in mat- 


. ters pretended to be of Faith, and as Conditions of Catholick 


Communion. They dare not ſay but that the Particulars we charge 
them with, as Tranſubjtantiation, Purgatory, the approbation of 
their 


Y. 
jon'thquld teach ox fmpaſe He- + 
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1 their known PraQtices of Worſhipping Saints and Images in the 


| Senſe pretended by themſelves, with Multitudes of other In- 
7 ſtances, are impoſed by their Church, as matters of Faith, and Con- 
* ditions, atleaft, of that Communion, to which they appropriate 


2 the name of Catholick, It is notorious that they Excommenticate 


and Anathematize and Burn for them,,, and exerciſe all thoſe 'Ri> 


' gours on Difſenters in particulars of this kind-which the Powers 


that execute their' Diſcipline, 'are wont to reckotr.among;} the pro-: 


' per Puniſhments of Heretickg, And this is withal another Funda- 


mental defect in Monticur de Meanx*s Undertaking : He has in- 
deed endeavoured to fweeten and excuſe them as 5 tolenablh, and 


perhaps indangerars Propobtions ; 3. bu has natoffered. one1Argys" 120 


ment! to - -virditat them” as Impifuions as Imrolitions' on other”? ©," 
Churches of quetl* wthorit W ith. their own, as 4ddionrto our © ny 0 
common ' Faith,” 'and as onditions ' of their 'pretended Catbolick, = 
Contwrnnion. "And yet without performing this, :all:he ſays can- 


' not poſſibly ſuffice to vindicate, hjs aw, as 4 diſtin Communion- 


| dence produced to prove them (i 
' are unſatishect with that Erid lence, rea and 641; alone be rationafty 4tvir claim to 


; Infdltbi 


# 
—_—_— 


Churehes; which is the Which lam. ax puctent difcoarting(” 117 
I, I have-withil ſhewn IB their: pretenſſous: to! difine mew'>hie charging 
matters of Faith Authoritatively and, independintly 'on: the Eth-'them as obli. 
AY t as to:oblige others 'who gel to defend 


by it felf,' and” fe he AS, ve fling Communiclyi witha 1” 


= 'by than i 4c cn theig. precepded dainwto hy [el/sbiliey, 
ity of © way” 4 4 N has. Can: claud to fackiſs org $ Princ ple 
bility CE if a Wott g- [%: Uqpornacerd err NE nity, nor 


muft be A, refolve 


+» $55 


ſo "Wy id haye been more Re nat che bans 
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tlokk Chuoch Virtual, and their adhzſion to the Pope as a Prin- 
= of Catholick Unity, not acknowledged by the Greek, Chur- 
And ncither here can they complain of any miſrepreſenta- 

tions For I have not only laid theſe Afſertions to their A 
ave 
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have alfo prozcd that they are obliged to own them, from the 
natures of the things themſelves, and the exigency of thcir Canſe. 
Let them therefore chooſe whether patt ' they pleaſe themſelves. 
If they will difſerve their Cauſe, and diſown thele Aſſertions, how- 
ever neceſſary to ſupport it, only to gain the cenceived. advan- 
tage of charging Me with new Miſrepreſentations ; then 1 ſhall 
beſeech them to conlider, how they can poſſibly defend their re- 
fuſing to Communicate with our Churches. But if they will rather 
gratifie their Cauſe than their hwmoxr ; they will then find their 
modern artitices fail them here , of complaining of Miſrepre- 
ſentations. 


"The miſchie- 12+ The God of Peace allay the heats, and deſtroy the dividing 
vous conſe- Principles of -Chriſtendom , __ which perhaps there are no 
an falſe 


of "Se" . 
le preten 6- Principles more malignant th 


pretences to Infallibility. This 
” has made-them define things upon very unſufficient evidence 
when they have fancied themſelves intitled to a greater Infallbility 
in their Conclwfions than their Premiſes could rationally account 
for. And this makes it impoſſible for them to recede, in Ages 


4 on SOD 6b. Hats <4 


of ing and more exact knowledg of the Originals of Tradition, 1 


from the decrces of very-wicked, and withal very unrkilful Ages, 
and that in inſtances {o very grofi and manifeſt as hardly any thing 
could hinder them from ſeeing and acknowledging but ſtrong pre- 
judices to the contrary of a Fwdicial Infallibility in thoſe who intro- 
duced them, Whileſt ſuch Opinions as thele prevail and are re- 
ceived, in vain can any-one exped any candor -in acknowledging 
the moſt pregnant Conviftions from them who .are poſſeſſed by 
them 4 in vain does any one offer ſufficient reaſoas tor Convittion 
to Perſons already reſolved and prejudged againſt Conviftionz in vain 
can ſuch Perſons expe any ilhmination or affiftance from God who 
- are not diſpoſed to receive the Trath in the love of it. And therefore 
the and convitting of Errors ſo miſchievous and embroiling, 
and. fo inexreble in Perſons reſolved to ſtand by theni, will de- 
ſerve the utmoſt zeal and diligence of all true Lovers of Sowls, and 
all hearty well-wiſhers to Catholick, Communion , and the Peace of 
.Chriſtendom. FIR Hp: | 
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ACCOUNT 


OF THE 


FunDdaMeENnNTaAL ConTROVERSY 


ON WHICH 


Depend all other Diſputes, betwixt the Romanif?s and 
the other Communions of Chriffendom, With a ſhort 
diſcovery of the little evidence they have on the, Re- 
man ſide in this Controverſe, 


Y the Fundamental Controverfie, T mean that on which 
the particular Controverſies, do depend, and wherein 
what is maintained by the Church of Rome, does fo 
nearly concern her, that the whole ſubliſtence as a dt* 
tin} Communion,mulſt adxquately depend on the Txuth 

or Falſhood of it. And her Afertion hercin is that Fundamental 
Principle, "the confutation of which is alone ſufficient for convi- 
ding her of the guilt of that Separation of Communion, which 
has been cauſed by her unwarrantable Impoſitions in the partt- 
cular Diſputes, and for exculing all others who have permitted 
themſelves to be excluded from her Communion rather than 
they would profeſs the belief of Errors, which was required as 
a Condition of their Communion. So that the Confutation of 
this Fiendamental Principle does virtually and conſcquentially c6n- 
tain a reſolution of all other particular Controyerlies debated 
between us. 


R For 


——y 
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Suppoſrions, 


Propoſitions, 


The Fundamental Contraverſie 

For finding out this Fundamental Principle, 1 ſuppoſe, 

I, That the firit Formal Separation (1 will not yct ſay Schiſm, 
for that implies a fault in it, which is to appear from what tol- 
lows) was made by.the Romaniſts, at leaſt as to us in England, 
with whom they communicated in the ſame Publick Otkces, till 
they ſeparated themſelves upon the Prohibition of * Pas V, 

2, That this Formal Separation without ſufficient poſitive Grounds 
for it (though there were no ſufficient conviftive Grounds to the 
contrary) is the'Sin of Formal Schiſm ; which is as properly in- 
curred, if the Separation be znneceſſary, as it it be znreaſonable;if it 
be without, as if it be agaiuſt realon. 

3. This being ſuppoled, for our Juftitication, who were on- 
ly paſſive in the Separation 3 it is not requilite that we corfirte their 
ptctences, but it is abundantly ſuthcient that the proofs produced 
by them are not diretily concluſive to their purpoſe, 

4+ This. purely negative way of proceeding, that they want ſuf- 
ficient ground to jultifie their Praice, being alone ſufficicnt for 
our. purgation,the proot that the grounds of their {cparating from 

us were ſufficient (which is their pofitrve Aſſertion) will be incum- 
bent on our Adverſaries, and we cannot be obligcd to diſprove 
them, | 

5. This obligation to Proze, is incumbent on them, not only as 
thcy are the firſt Separaters (which may only concern us of the 
Engliſh Communion) but alſo as the Impoſeys of their own Senti- 
ments on others as Conditions of Cathulick Communion.Which 
will alſo relate to forreign Proteftants, who were driven from their 
Communion, being not ſuftered to continue in, it but on ſuch 
Conditions. | 

6, Our Adverfaries being thus obliged to give a Poſitive ac- 
count of their own proceedings z they have no way to juſtifie 
themſelves but by vindicating that on which themſelves lay the 
ſtreſs of their Separation (ſo that, if they fail here.no other proof 
will be ſufficient tor proving the neceſſity of it) which was .notcd 
to be meant by the Fundamental Principle. 

Here therefore two things will be neceſſary to be ſhewn: 
I» What this is on which they lay this ſixeſs: 2. That it is no 
way julſtihable. - | 

Fox the Firſt, it is clear, 1, That the particular Propoſitions 
dcbatcd betwixt us are not by themſelves thought ncceſſary, to 
our Salyation, neceſſitate medii, {o as that our Ignorance or diſ- 
bclicf 
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with the Romanidts. 
belief of them ſhould deprive us of ſome neceſſary Truth, with- 
out which we cannot-be faved. For they themſelves excuſe (rich 
as did disbelieve them, as we do, before the definition of their 
Church. | 

2, That, cvcn ſuppoling we were erroneous in- things not 
thus neceſſary, yet this were not ſufficient to jutifie their Sepa- 
ration or Impoſition on intrinſick accounts ; that is, an Error of fo 
ſmall importance, as to the value of the thing, could not in that 
regard, of its intrinſick, valme, excule cither their Separation from 
us becauſe we hold it, or their ſo rigorous Impoſition of their 
own ſentiments on us concerning it. 

3+ That as there is no Intrinſick, Neceſſity of the Truth of the 
Propoſitions for our Salvation, ſo neither, 1. Is there that Ex- 
trinfick Evidence of their being revealed by the Apoſtles that mutt 
neceflarily argue, in him that ſhould deny them, an Irreverence 
and Obſtinacy againſt the Drvine Veracity, on which their Credi- 
bility depends, This alſo appears from their exculing the Errors 
of the Ancients, who it they had had ſuch Evidence in their 
times, could not have been inculpably Erroneous. Which they 
take up from what St. Azgyſtin had faid to that purpoſe, in his 
Diſputes with the Dvnatiſts concerning the Caſe of St. Cyprian, 
whom he therefore makes more excuſable in the fame Error of 
Rebaptizing Hereticks than the Donatifts, - becauſe he lived before, 
but they after, the Nicene decifion of that whole Diſpute. Nor, 
2, Do themſelves pretend that any Error, which may not be pre- 
ſumed obſtinately perſiſted in, is ſuthcient to jultihe a Separation 
from the Communion of Perſons ſo Erroneous. i& of 

4. Hence it follows, that ſeeing neither the Trtrinfick N 
of the Propofitions' themſelves, nor their Extrinfick Evidence An- 
tecedently to the definition of the Chwrch, are, on their own 
Principles, ſufficient to juſtifie the Severity of their proceedings 
again(h us : The only thing they have more to alledg for it muſt 
be our D:ſobedience (in disbelieving thoſe Propolitions notwith- 
ſtanding the Anthority which their Church has given them by her 
Dehnition. - ' | 2 

5. That the Obedience required to theſe Propoſitions is not ons 
ly not to make Parties and Diviſions in the Church againſt rhem (fuch 
as 6ur/Chutch/'is generally thought to require to the XXXIX, 
Articles) but a){o Poſitively to believe them, not only as Truths, but 
allo as matters of Faiths | | | 

j B 2 6, That 
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6. That this Poſitive Belief of theix Churches Definitions exte- 
riorly profeſſed in joyning, in their Offices, and in abſtaining 
from the Communion. even of Peaceable Diſſenters, and cenſuring 
them as Hereticks, cannot veraciouſly, nor conſequently without 
Sin, be performed without an Internal Aſſent. : 

7. That this Internal Afſent cannot fately be given without .a 
fatisfaftory convittion of the Truth of the Propoſitions fo aſſented 
t 


Os | 

$. And therefore, that ſuch an Aﬀent may be given to Pro- 
politions defined by. their Church, only on account of her Au- 
thority, it is requilite that her Azthority be ſuch a Mediam as may 
aſſure us of the Truth of thoſe Propotitions. (2 
9. This Afſprance (if, it be not according to the Dodrine of 
their greateſt Pretenders to Reafon, Mathematical, yet) mult, at 
leaſt for matters of Faith (and ſuch theſe Detinitions are by them- 
{clves eſteemed ) be, Moral, that is, fuch as may exclude all. Pro- 
bability, if not all Poſſibility, of Doubting , whether they be True, 

10. That Authority, which, upon its own account, may be an 
Argument to convince us of the Truth of her Detinitions, muſt 
not ,be ſuch as mult depend on the uſe of Means ; Both, x. be- 
cauſe that will leave a Liberty tor ſuch as axe competent Judges 
of them to have-xecourle from ſuch, Amtberity to the Means them- 
ſelves on which ſuch her Credibility will depend, which the Ro- 
manifts will.by no,meavs permit: And, 2. becauſe the Means are 
by themſelves acknowledged frequently Fallible, and the Infallibi- 
lity only affixed to the Concluſions, | 

11. That Amthority which may afſure us of the Trutb of its Ne= 
tinitions,, padependently on the Means, mult-nceds be Infallble in 
its Fadgment, Which though ſome tew. late Authors have cndea- 
vourcd to ayoid, yet the Generality of them have found them- 
{Elves in purſuance of the tormer Principles, obliged to aſſert it. 
11, 32+; This Infallibility of Judgment, ſuspatling, the ruſe of Ordi- 
uy. Means, mult, needs be Superyatwal and Emtraordinaty x and: 
therefore as; to.theight!by which 46 judges, it,puſt be aflilied by 
new Revelations, though it be converſant about no new/y-Reveal- 
ed Objecis, | | 

+3. This Infalibility is by them challenged to them{lves by 
vixtue of thoſe Promilgs, of the. Spiry in. the. Scziptuzes, which. 
themſelygs confeſs $0 belogg. only; tp the Catholck, Chyreb; -yot-to. 
any one particular Denomination of Chriſtigng,', - - -+;;1 

”} | 14. That 
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with the Romaniſts. 

14. That therefore their Title to this Infallability muſt, ac- 
cording to their own Principles , be reſolved into thoſe Proots 
whereby they make out their Title of being the Carbolick Church. 

15. They themſelves do not, nox cannot, pretend to be the 
Catholick, Church diffefive 3 that 1s, that all the Regular, Legal, 
Original Succeſſors to the Apoliles in all Apoſtolical Segs (molt of 
which they cannot deny to have been in the Oriental parts) have 
ever {ubmitted to their Authority, or are united to them in ex- 
ternal vitible Commuuion. Nay, they have condemned a much 
greater number ot Apoſtolical Sees than they have among them- 
{clves. | 

16, That therefore the Notion of Catholick , to which they 
may with any colour pretend, mult be fo limited as that it may 
agree to a Party of Chriſtians in oppoſition to others. 

17. That though it may ingdced be true, admitting an Appeal 
tothe Primitive Records, that a particular Church may hold all that 
which was orrginaly taught by the Catholick, Chrrch d:ffuſive, with- 
out any novel abulive Impolitions that may oblige any Conſci- 
entious Perſons to keep off from her Communion, and ſo by ac- 
cident may deſerve the name of Catholick, as that name dittin- 
guiſhes trom-other Chrifttan Societies of Hereticks and Scbiſma- 
ticks, Yet ſpeaking of ſuch an Authority as they own in the Ro- 
man Church, which may preſcribe againſt ſuch Appeals, ſo that 
its own, only ſenſe is to be preſumed to be the Senſe of the Catho- 
lick Church, without particular convincing Evidences of the con- 
currence of all in the Primitive Ages with them, this plainly rc- 
quires that this Notion of Catholick, be certainly fixed, and hxed 
to a particular Judicatory, and this Antecedently to a trial by the 
Prinutive Records. For this preſcribing againſt an Appeal {o rational 
as to the nature of the thing, mutt plainly imply an obligmg Fu- 
riſdifion; Antecedently to, and therefore Independently on. that 
trial. And Juriſdi&ion can ignite nothing; walels the Judicatory 
to whom it belongs, be- alſo notorious, -and notorious alſo Ante- 
cedently to the fame trial., So- that in this way of procceding it 
mult neceſſarily be ſuppoſed that one certain part ot the Catholick 
Church can never ceaſe to be Catholick, nor to have a Juriſdiftion 
over the Catholick Church diffuſive. 

18, Theſe things cannot be aſcertaincd to a particular Church, 
fo as.to pretcribe againtt the now-mentioned »way of trying it, 
without maintaining the Notion ot 'a Catholick Church —_— 

That 
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That is, we cannot be aſſured that a particular Church muſt ne- 
ceſſarily be Catbolick,, Antecedently to the trial of its Catholiciſm 
by a recourſe to the Primitive Records, but by being, firſt affured 
that that particular Church ſhall 'never fail of being Catholick it 
ſelf, and that all other particular Churches muſt approve of their 
Catholiciſm by their conformity to that which can never be other- 
wiſe. So that on theſe terms the knowledg of that one Church, 
and what is maintaincd by her, will be virtzally a knowledg of 
the Catbolick, Church difſuſrve, and what ought to be maintained 
by them. Which things put altogether, do plainly make up that 
which our Adverſaries mean when they ſpeak of a Catholick 
Church virtual. 

19. This Notion of -a Catholick, Church virtual, which may agree 
to one part of the Catholick, Church diffuſtve in contradiſtinQion to 
all others, muſt imply ſuch a Principle of Unity to which all the 
reſt are obliged, though that one part only do atinally adhere to it. 

20, This Principle of Unity muſt not only be a Principle of Or- 
der, but of Inflence, For it is only by virtue of this Influence of 
this one Church over all others that we can conclude that all 
others are obliged to be like it; and it is only on this obligation 
of all other Churches to be like her that her Title 'to the name of 
the Catbolick, Church Virtual is adzquately grounded. 

21, This Principle of Unity muſt be in the Governowrs of ſuch a 
particular Church. For our Adverſaries will not have the Pro- 
miſes of the Spirit made to the Peeple, but to their Governowys. . So 
that the People can have no further Right in them, but on condi- 
tion of adbering to their Governowrs, who therefore muſt be the 
firſt Principle of Unity. | : 

22, This Principle of Unity muſt not depend on the Amthority of 
the Church diffuſive. Otherwiſe that ſame Amthority of the Church 
diffuſive might recall it, in which Caſe the adhering to it would 
not -prove acertain Note. of Catholiciſm. 

23. To apply therefore all this to-the Romaniſts, their whole 
pretence of being the Catholick Church is adzquately grounded in 
that Notion of a Catholick Church virtual, whereby they- contine 
it to that Mwltitude of Chriſtians who are united under a viſible Monar= 
chical Head as a Principle of their Unity, to which, Jure Divino, all 
are bound to be obedient. 

.. 24+ This Monarchical Head towhich they pretend a nearer in- 
tereſt than others, is the Papacy. 
I The 
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with the Romaniſts. 7 
The Summary. 

Seeing therefore that nothing elſe can excuſe their new Impoſiri- 
ons but the * Authority by which they are Impoſed : And Seeing that * Prop. 1,2,3, 
no Amthoritycan be ſufficient for their purpoſe to oblige their Sub- 4- 
jets F internally to believe what is neither || Neceſſary as to its mat- | - "ap. 6 
ter, nor * Evident as to its proof, Antecedently to the Detinition « es oh 
of ſuch an Amthority, but one that muſt be (a) Infalible : Sreing (a) Prop 7.8, 
that they who da not in terms pretend the Popes If allibility ne- 9, !0, 14,12, 
ceſſary (and they who do fo, alrcady own what I would prove 
that all mfift own according to their Principles) can make no 
Plea to Infalivility, but from thoſe (b) Promiſ:s of the Spirit 
which themſclves conteſs to have been primarily made to the Ca- 
tholick Church 3 and ther:for2 though an Tif.llibility, even in Fudg- 
ment, were granicd to belong to the Catholick Church, yct that 
can ſignifie nothing, to our A verſarics p.:rpole till they can 
prove (c) themſelves to be that Catho/ich, Church to which alone (c) Prop. 14. 
thoſe Promiſes conteſledly belong: Seerng evidently they are not 
the (4) Catholick Church diff :ſwve, and can theretorc only pretend (4) Pr OP. 15. 
to the Title of their being ine Catholick Church (e) Virtual : Seeing w "_ nh 
this Notion of the Catholick, Church Virtual muſt neccflarily imply *©* 
ſuch a (F) Principle of Unity co which all the C:tho/ich Church difiu- (f) Prop.19. © 
fre is obliged to adhere, as to a certain Stardzrd of their Catho- : 
liciſm ; and this Principle of Unity, to which they can lay claim- 
above other Chriſtian Societies , is only the ( g ) Papacy ; (g) Prop. 21, 
and the Papacy , as a Principle of Unity, muit be a Principle, rut #55 34 
of Order (þ) only , but ot Influence ; - and that independently V'/ © <©- 
(i) on the Judgment of the Catholick Church diffuſive : A!l thule (5) Prop, 22. 
things being conlidercd together, It will plainly follow, har, 
if this influential independ "nt power of the P epacy cannor be proved 
all their pretences to Infalibility, or even to any Authority for de- 
ciding theſe Controverſies between us, mult fall to the ground 3 
and conſequently all their particxlar Deciſions depending on them 
will neither be valid in Law, nor obliging in Conſcience, which will 
leave their Separation and Impoſitions deſtitute of any pretence that 
may excuſe them from being Sehiſmatical. 

This is therefore the Fundamental Principle on which all their 
Authority in dchning all other particular Doctrines muli origi- 
nally depend : And to ſhew that this Principle is inſufficiently 
proved , will alone be enough to invalidate all their other 


Dehnitiovs. 


(b) Prop. 13. 


Secondly, 


The Fundamental Controverſie 
Secondly, Therefore to ſhew the inſufficiency of their proof of it. 
This Proof muſt cither be from Tradition. And for this 

it is obſervable that, 

T. This Notion of the Catholick Church Virtual , if it had 
been Tre, mult have been- originally delivered by the unanimous 
conſent of the Catholick, Church diffuſtve. We cannot judy, other- 
wiſe unleſs we ſuppoſe a great detect, either of the Apoſtles, in 
not teaching, or of the Church, in not freſerving the memorial of 
ſuch a Fundamental Principle of their Unity. . 

IT. This Topick, of Trad:t/on deliver:d down by the Catholick 
Church diffuſive, is the only proper one for the Church who pre- 
tends to this Authority to prove it by, And till it be proved, and 
proved to the judgment of particular Subjes, there is po reaſon 
that ſhe ſhould expe that they (ſhould think themſelves obliged in 
Conſcience to ſubmit to her Authority, For Anthority can be no 
rational Motive to them to diltruſt their own Judgments, till it (ef 
be firlt proved and — And therefore it it do not appear, 
and appear to us from this I opick, we can have no rcaſon to be- 
lieve 1t, 

II, This Notion of the Cathelick Church Virtual does not ap- 
pear to have bcen ever delivered as the ſenſe of the Catholick, 
Church diffuſive : 

1. Not of that Catholick Church diffuſrve which was extant in 

the beginning of the Reformation. For then, 

I. The Greeks, -and molt of the Eaſtern Chrijitans profeſ- 
{cdly oppole it. 

2, Many of the Weſtern Chriſtians themſelves, eſpecially 
of the French and Germans, did not bclicve it. 

3+ The Weſtern Church it felt Repreſentative, in four, by 
them reputed General, Councils of Piſa, Canjtance, Sieng, 
and Baſil,did not own the Popes Supremacy as a Prin- 
ciple of Catholick Unity, but expreſly by their Canons 
declared thenifelves to be his Superiore, and treated 
him as being wholly ſabject to their Authority, This 
was not long betore the Reformation, and what they 
did had not then bcen repealed by any Auchority com- 
parable to theirs, 

2, Not of the Catbolick diffuſrve Chureb in ancienter times. 

1, Not of the Greeks ever ſince thcir Schiſm, as the La- 
tins call it, under Photias, 
2, Before 


with the Romaniſts. 


2, Before that time, even whilſt they were united with 


the Latines, the _ Supremacy was diſowned by them 
in that famous 25, Canon of Chalcedon, which cqualled 
the Biſhop of Conſtantinople with him of Rome, and 
owned only an Eccleſiaſtical Right in both of them for 


the dignity of their Cities (which, as I have already + tf Prop. 22 


warned, will not ſuffice for our Adverſaries purpoſe) 
that I may not now mention the Canon of Conſtantino- 
ple ſo expounded by the FathePs of Chalcedon in place, 
and maintained by the Greek, Emperors. It was alſo 
diſowned by the Corncit of Antioch againſt Fulins 3 
Diſowned by the African Fathers, by whom the only 
Plea the Popes had from the Corncil of Nice,was found 
to be a forgery. 


3. Not of the Catholick diffuſive Church in thoſe Primitive times, 
while the Chriſtians lived under Heathen Emperors : For, 
I. The Romaniſts themſelves are unwilling to be tried 


by them, unleſs we will allow them to quote from 
the Decretal Epiſtles, &&c. which Learned Men among 
themſelves do confeſs to be ſuſpicious, or manifeſt For- 
geriese . 


2, Zneas Sylvins, who was afterwards Pope Pins II. ac- Ep. 188. ad 
knowledged that before the Comncil of Nice © little re- Mart. Mayer, 


< ſpect was had to the Biſhop of Rome above others. 


3. It appears by the freedom wherewith Pope Stephen 


was refilted by St. Cyprian, and Pope Vittor by the Aſi- 
atick, Biſhops, and by St. Ireneus, And, 


4. By the Canon of Carthage under St. Cyprian, which pg, 4». ad 
declared that no Biſhop was ſubje& to another, but Steph frate. 


that every one was Supreme in his own Charge un- 
der God z not now to mention other paſſages in him 
to the ſame. 


5. By the weakneſs of the Teſtimonies alledged to this 


purpoſe, the Preſidency in the Region of the Romans in 
Ionatins, the Powerful — in St. Ireneus, the 
Pontificatus Maximus Ironically derided by Tertullian, 
and the one Biſhop and one See in St. Cyprian, &c. 


(4) For the Scripizeres, themſelves do not ſeem very confident 
of them without the Expoſitions of the Fathers. 
C 
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A Diſcourſe concerning the Uſefulneſs of 
the foregoing Hypotheſis. 


The CONTENTS. 


HE Uſefulneſs of the foregoing Method, $ 1. V 

1. For reducing all the Controverſies with the Church of 
Rome, into a narrow compaſs, $ II. All are here reduced into »his 
one, of the Popes Supremacy over the Catholick Church diffulive , 
$ III. The Deciſion of which alone does ſecure the whole Duty 
of ordinary Laicks, as to the whole Diſpute concerning the true Com- 
munion, $ IV. and the Evidence by which it may be decided, is 
ſuch as is ſuitable to the meanelt Capacity that may be ſuppoſed capa- 
ble of ating Prudently in this great Aﬀair, $ V. The Negative 
Argument here made uſe of, that that is not to be taken for an A 
ftolical Tradition, which is not by certain Primitive-Writers aſcribed 
to the Apoſtles, is leſs queſtionable than the Affirmative , that a thing 
is to be taken for an Apoſtolical Tradition, becauſe it has by ſome Pri- 
mitive Writers been aſcribed to the Apoſtles, g. VI. 

2, Becauſe all _— with the Romaniſts on the particular 
Diſputes muſt needs be uſeleſs till this capital one concerning the Fun- 
damental Principle be firt reſolved, $. VII. Till then they cannot, 
by Principles, admit of any Reaſonings againſt the (deciſions of their 
pretended Infallib!e Judg of Controverſies which may (not be thought as 
certain to prove their Doftrine falſe as the deciſion of \that Judg, is to 

ove it true, $. VIII. But they cannot, with any Principles, avoid 
ſuch Reaſonings as are here inſiſted on, that are antecedent to the proof 
of the Infall:bility of their Judg himſelf, $. TX. 

3. This Method will be particularly ſerviceable, for xetaining, thoſe 
in the Reformed Communion, who though they may be of the ſame opi- 
nion with the Romaniſts in Jome of the Particulars fiſputed betreeen 
us 3 yet can by no means come over to them in theſe Fundamental Frin- 
ciples of Infallibility, $. X. Or o $ Supremacy, $. XI. 
The fitneſs of this Method particularly to Perſons not yet Proſelyted, 
$. XII. The Dottrine of the Popes abſolute Monarchy is particularly 
unacceptable to Perſons not yet Proſelyted, and that not only on ac- 
count of Intereſt, but of Reaſon alſo, as tending to make the Errors 
acknowledged by ſuch Perſons perfefily unreformable, $. XII. Which 


yet, by this Method , will appear neceſſary to be accepted by them, 
F Mc 2 Fn 4 $. XIV. 


The Contents. 
$. XIV. This Method will alſo on the other fide ſerve for gaining 


tboſe of the Romiſh Communion who deny the Popes Infallibility, | 


S. XV. Or who maintain this Infallible Judg of Controverſies to be 


either the Catbolick Church diffuſive, or a Council that is truly Free *! 


and General, $. XVI. Such cannot make out their own Title of being 
the Catholick Church, $. XVII. Nor can they, by Principles, a- 
void an Obligation to ſeparate from the Communion of thoſe who de- 
fend the Infallibility of the Pope and bis Conclave, as Aeretical, and 
Fudicially declared Heretical by their Judg of Controverſies, 
$. XVIII. | | 

4. This Method may let Peace-makers ſee that their Endeavours 
ought rather to be laid out on theſe Fundamental Principles than the 
particular Diſputes between our two Communions, $. XIX. Though 
the particular Degrees of the Romaniſts could be made tolerable by 
Explication 3 yet that were not ſafficient to prove their Communion 
lawful, $. XX. And yet even this way of reconciling particular Dil- 
putes can never reconcile the Communious withozt a reconciliation 
in the Fundamental Principles, $. XXI. Their pretence to Infalli- 
bility is that which makes the Roman Communion irreconcilable with 
the Reformation, $. XXII. Which is here prov:d to depend on a 
Principle diſowned by a conſiderable number of their own Communicants, 
$S. XXIII, If the Romaniſts cord be but once prevailed on to yield 
themſelves to be fallible, there is great reaſon why they ſhould review 
and again examine their onn Deerces in the Particulars which divide 
Communion, $. XXIV. On ſuppoſition of ſuch an impartial review, 
there is great reaſon to hope that they would repeal conſiderable numbers 
of their particular Decrees, perhaps enough to reconcile our two Come 
munions, $. XXV, 

5. This Method will ſerve for a Scheme of Principles to juſtifie the 
Reformation, for which ſome of our Adverſaries have of late been fo 
importunate. The Dean of St. Pauls Principles do reſolve our common 
Faith, ſo far as we are agreed, independently on thoſe Notions by 
which the Romanilts: appropriate Infallibility to thery own Communi- 
on, $. XXVI. The Principles bere propoſed do juſtifie the. Reformati- 
On, as to things wherein we are divided, and as we are diltin& 
Communions,. $. XXVIL : 

6. The Method. here propuſed is proved, as to one of the Premiſes, 
by conſiderable Paxtics of our Adverſaries, who are in this matter, di- 
vided among themſclves, $. XXVIII. The advantages we may gaiit 
20 oy main cauſe from theſe divilions of owr Adverſaries in matters of 


fo great importance, $. XXIX, 
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CONCERNING THE 


USEFULNESS 


Hypotheſis. 


$, 1, ugh I cannot undertake for what is mine in 
the management of the foregoing Diſcourle ;z yet 
as to the deſign (for which I am wholly behol- 
den to the Goodneſs of my Cauſe, and the intrin» 
ſick reaſonableneſs of the Evidences which prove 
it good) I think I may, without Immodelty, affirm that, if it 
hold, it muſt be of univerſal uſe with them of the Roman Con- 
Muni. 


S. 2, For, 1. it muſt be of great uſe for the Laity and the Uſe x. 
;Vulgar, who cither have not the Abilities, or cannot ſpare the 


time, which would be requiſite for Enquiring, into the particu» 
lar Diſputes, to have the Controverſies reduc d into a narrow 
compals. And eſpecially if theſe few things, to which they. are 
reduced, may ſuffice for ſecuring the Duty incumbent on ſuch 
Perſons as well as if the Enquiry had been more minute z and 
when withal the Evidence, on which their Reſolution depends, 
is ſuited to the capacity of that ſort of perſons. Now all thels 
things are provided for by the foregoing Hypatbeſis, 


$. 3. All 


A Diſcourſe concerning the 

$. 3. All the Diſputes between us are reduced to this one of the Popes | 
Supremacy over the Catholick, Church diffuſive. As tor our Differences 
in Other Particulars, it is here proved, that, if we be not mi- | 
ftaken in This, themſelves cither cannot charge us with Error, ? 
or not with any Error of that conſequence as may excule them, 
either for Separating trom vur Communion, or for that rigorous 
Impoſing their own Opinions which are contrary to it, 

S. 4. And this does indeed effefinally ſecure the Duty of Ordinary 
Laicks in this whole affair. For the Obligation incumbent at Teati 
on ſuch Perſons who are not, by their particular Calling, obli- 
ged to Enquire, can only be to know fo much as may ſecure 
their Chriſtian Praftice , and that is {uthciently {ecuxed by due 
adhering to that Communion where they may reaſonably expe&t 
the performance of thoſe Divine Promiſes which are conveyed 
in the uſe of the Sacraments, and the other Ordinary Means of 
Grace, ſo that the main concernment of ſuch Pcrſons is this, to 
know where ſach a Communion is to be had. Now the ſolving 
of this Queſtion appears from the Principles here laid down, 
ſufficient co decide the whole Diſpute concerning the true Com- 
munion. If it ſhould prove true that the Pope has this Authority 
over the Catholick Church D:-fſuſrwe, it would follow that his parti» 
cular Church rauſt be the Catholick Church Virtual, and ſo muſt 
have a Title to all thoſe Promiſes made to the Catholick Church in 
the Scriptures (thus much at leaſt will follow, even according 
to their Hypotheſis, who do not pretend that theſe Promiſes reach 
ſo high as Inflibility.) and therefore that they were obliged to 
ſubmit to Adive Obedience, to all Lawful Impoſitions, and Paſſive 
even in Unlarefil ones, ſo that in all Caſes it would be Vnlaw- 
ful to joyn with any other Communion in oppoſition to it. And 
on the other ſide, if it prove falſe, it will plainly follow that ic 
is unlawful, either for thoſe who are already in that Commu- 
nion to continze in it, ſeeing they cannot continue in it without 
being acceſſary to the Diviſions of Chriſtendom Þy abctting a Ty- 
ramncal Poxper over it; or for others to deſert their own Commu- | 
nion to come to the Roman, which cannot on thoſe Principles, 
be done with any ſuch pretence of Neceſſity as may excuſe their 
Separation from being Schiſmatical. 

S. 5. The Evidence alſo into which this Diſpute is ultimately reſol- 
wed, muſt needs be ſuch as muſt be ſuitable to the meaneſt capacity 
that is capable of atting. protently in this great affair, (and certainly 

every 
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Uſefulneſs of the foregoing Hypotheſis. 
every one is in Interef, as well as Duty, obliged to make uſe of 
his utmoſt Prudence in a matter wherein his greateſt Intereſts are 
ſo nearly concerned) For the meanelt Prudence that is, will re- 
quire that where they cannot chuſe their yay, there at leaſt 
they ſhould chuſe their Guide. And it is only the Authority of the 
Pope as a Principle of Vnity, and ot the Church adhering to him as 
a Guide in Controverſies, of which this Hypot>xfis allows thei a 
Liberty to jrdg, in order to their own private fſatiztaction. And 
as the matter 1s ſuch, concerning which the n.cancit Prudence, 
that can deſerve the name oft Prudence, 1s obliged to judy, fo the 
Evidence is ſuch as every one mult be capable of judging who is 
capable of being Prudently and R ationaly a Chriſtian. Fox the very 
Truth of Chriſtianity it (elf, in reference tous in this Age, muſt he 
proved by. Hiſtorical Teſtimonies of the Miracles by which it was 
atteſted from the beginning z and the Canon of the Scripture mult 
be proved by the Teftimonies of thoſe by whom the Scriptures 
were delivered, And it is the ſame H /rorical Teſtimony, whether 
of expreſs Scripture, or. of expreſs Tradition, to which they are here 


! . referred for the proof of this Supremacy of the Pope : and the Sub- 


je concerning which this Teſtimony was to be given,could not 
but have had ſo general an influence on their Practice (if they 
had acknowledged any dependence on this Supremacy) as that it 
muſt have been as notorions to them who gave it,as thoſe Mira- 
cles, or that Canon; and therefore their Teſtimony mult have been 
as Credible in one Caſe as in the other, 

* $. 6. Beſides that the Negative Argument (which I here make 
uſe of) is much leſs G4 than the Affirmative. That is, 
there is much more realon to doxbt of a pretended Tradition, if it 
be not expreſly mentioned in the Primitzve Authors, (and doubting 
is ſufficient for my purpoſe, to overthrow the credit of that 
which pretends to be an Article of Faith) than to belieye a thing 
to have deſcended from the Apoſtles, becauſe thole Authors pre- 
tend it did ſo. For in their Aftrmations they many times deliver 
what they think on their own Conjefinrral Reaſonings, wherein 
they are as. Fallible as others. But what they have not mentioned, 
if it be not allowed to conclude that they knew it not, and that 
therefore there was then no Hiſtorical Evidence for it, ſecing that 
could not have eſcaped their knowledg 3 yet thus much at leaſt 
will follow that we cannot be ſatished that they had any ſuch 


Evidence, which is enough to render it doubtful to us whether it 
were. 


uſe IL 


4 Diſcourſe concerning the i 


were an Apoſtolical Tradition. Now that they did not mention | 
this Supremacy, I do not deſire the Ignorant to take the bare ? 
word of our Authors z but I am content that they truſt their | 


own Fudgment concerning the paſſages produced, as far as they 
are capable of judging them ; or where they find themſelves 
w#nable, that there they acquiefce in the Confeſſions of Candid, 
Learned Men, though of our Adverlaries Communion. Which 
is no more than what they themſelves count Prudent in the like 
Caſes,when they occur in the management of their Secular Aﬀairs, 
$. 7. Nor is it only thus Convenzent, but it is almoſt Neceſſary, 
in dealing with our Adverſaries, to begin, at leaſt, with this 
Fundamental Principle. For till they be convinced of the Fallibj- 
lity of their Guide, all the Reaſons produced againſt them are only 
taken for Temptations and trials of the ſtedfaltneſs of their Impli- 
cite Faith. And, in affairs of this nature, they are taught to di- 
firuſt their own Judgment (nay, in matters of Faith the moſ 
Learned Clergy are taught to do fo, as they are confidercd in their 
private capacity, as well as the more ignorant Laity) and they are 
further taught that, in ſuch matters, their Faith is by ſo much 
the more excellent and meritorious, by how much more it captivates 
their Underſtandings ; and that this captivating of their Undeltand. 
ings iwplics a denial of their own Fndgments when different from 
that of their Swperiors. Now upon theſe terms it is impoſſible to 
deal with them by particular Reaſorings, For the utmoſt that 
can be expected from the cleareft-Reaſonings, 1s, that their private 
ents may be convinced by them. But it, when this is done, 
they diſtruſt their own- Fudgments, nay,” think themſelves obliged 
to deny their own Judgments in compliance with that of their $- 
periors, nay, take it to be the greater glory of their Faith to deny 
the greater and more powerful Convi@ions 3 ut will then follow that, 
by how much more: Conſerentionſly they Act according to their 
own Principles, by ſo much the leſs capableithey'malt be of this 
kind of Reaſoning, It- muſt needs be in vain to urge them with 
fach Reaſons, by which they will not be tried, though they ſhould 
indeed prove convidizve, and that to their own V andings. 

s. 8. Nor indeed is it rational to expect that they ſhould be 
otherwiſe diſpoſed, purſuant to their Principles; -For all Pmgent 
Confiderers of things will confeſs, that one diredt-provf that a-thing, 
is atiually Trae, is'more' conſiderable than many Probabiliwier'to the 
contrary. Eſpecially if the direti _ be'of it felf (tronger than 


any 
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Uſefulneſs of the foregoing Hypoth>fis. 
any contrary ObjedJion 3 as indeed no Objedion can be fo ſufficient to 
prove any Propoſition falſe, as the Infalibility of the Proponent is 
to prove it true, Which muſt the rather hold, conſidering that 
they take the judgment of their Tudg of Controverſies tor an ade- 
quately-infallible Proof ; never remembring_ that, though indeed 
the Sptrit of God be Infallible, yet, the Argument whereby they 
prove their Fudg of Controverſies {o athiſted by that Spirit as to par- 
take of its Infaljbility, that is, fo atliſted, as that their Judg of 
Controverſies (hall Infalthly follow the Infalliible Guidance of the Spi- 
rit (otherwiſe themſelves cannot pretend that all aſiſtance of the 
Spirit muſt infer Infallibility, unleſs they will grant that every 
good Chriſtian is Infallible,becaulſe they cannot deny that he is ſo aſ- 
ſited) I ay, theſe Arguments are only Moral, and ſuch as may, 
in many Caſes, be exceeded by Arguments taken from the na- 
ture of the thing 3 and that the Conſequence muſt follow the 
weaker part ; fo that ſtill their. Faizh can. be no more than mo- 
rally certgix, though their Judg of Controverſies were granted to 
be Irfalkble in regard of his aſſiſtance. 
$. 9. Yet even fo, it (hould be remembred on our part, that 
no Arguments were fit to be admitted againſt the fcnſe of an Tr» 
falhble Fudg, but ſuch as might exceed thoſe whereby their 7 
of Controverſies ſeems to them to be proved Infallible ; whi 
would cut off many of thoſe Arguments which are uſed in the 
particular Diſputes, But beginning, at their Fir Principle, it is 
ealic to ſhew that they are obliged to take our Arguments into 
ſerious conſideration, and to determine according as they judg 
Reaſonable in their private Judgments. For the Fudg of Contro- 
verlics cannot, in reaſon, oblige them to captivate their 'Underſtan- 
dings to it (elf, till it be proved, And the Arguments here uſed 
are Antecedent to that Proof. And when upon examination of 
the Credentials of the Judg of Controverſies, their prof of ſuch a 
Judg (hall be found inſaffcient, they will then, .and not tillthen, 
ave reaſon to trult their private Judgments in the particalar Diſ- 
prtes. And then, and only then, the particw/ar Diſputes may be 
likely to obtain an equal hearing from ſuch of them as axe truly 
Conſcientious, 
$. 10. Beſides, if this Hypotheſis hold true, it will be very 
uſefyl both to retain ſeveral iv the Reformed Communion, 'and to 
bring ſeveral others over fxom the Roman,. who are already by 
their Principles diſpoſed for 45 Rn | = 
1. There 
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A Diſcourſe concerning the 
1. There may be (ſeveral, who, in the particular Diſpntes, may 
probably incline to the Roman fide, and yet have an abhorrcnce 
for the Koman rigour in thoſe principal ones concerning Infalibility, 
and the Popes Supremacy. Thele, it they may be perſwaded that 
they may be admitted to that Communion without profeſſing the 
Belief of thoſe Principles to which we are as yet to ſuppoſe them 
MM (4 B- ſo very averſe, may be tempted to think it lawful to joyn them- 
dition) Seq (elves in Communion with them. This ſeems plainly to have been 
1. Ch.19. $. 4. Mr. Creſſy's Caſe, whoſe entrance into- that Communion was 
p. 74. Sect. 2. very much facilitated by the account of Infalibility given him by 
Ch.21. Se&.3. Dr. Veron, whereby he was perſwaded that it was only a School- 
— term, not uſed in the Decrees of any received Councils, no nor 
no moeN any way expreſly defined, and that the uſe of it would not be 
rons Lat. An exacted from him by their Church as a Condition of her Com- 
to Q. Gener. munion. For he acknowledges he had formerly believed that this 
8. p.361. at main ground of the Roman Keligon (ſoghe calls it) namely the Infalli- 
-—adeag of the þ;1;y of that Church was as demonſtratively confutable as any abſurdity 
Exom Set.1, i Mathematicks. And particularly he confeſſes that Mr. Chilling- 
Chap.16.Se&, worth's Arguments againſt it had to him appeared unanſwerable ; 
3. Pp. 58. and that his Book, alone had the principal influence on him to ſhut up 
Sec.2. Ch.21. his entrance into Catholick, Unity. But it is here proved that what- 
m4 Þ,%*- ſoever may be thought of the Word (concerning which more 
p.90.. *3- may be ſaid than was obſerved by Mr. Creſſy's' Fricnds, but that 
» it is unneceſſary to ſay it on this occation) yet the Thing muſt 
neceſſarily be maintained by them on the ſame Principles by 
which they have preſumed to cenſure the Reformation, and in 
that very ſenſe wherein our Arguments are ſo concluſive againſt 
it, It is very ſtrange to me, and ſeems difagreeable, I will not 
- fay to that Candor, but that accurateneſs, which was obſerved by 
him in that Enquiry, that he could pretend that it was the Word 
Infallibility againſt which Mr. Chilingworth's Arguments had bcen 
(o ſucceſsful, or that he could fſatishe himſelf with that pretence 
in a matter of that importance. Indeed if his Arguments had 
becn Grammatical, there might have been ſome colour for pre- 
tending that advantage was taken from the ambiguity of the 
0 Word to pick out the molt Invidious ſenſe among thoſe many 
other more favourable ones of which it was capable ; but being 
Notional and taken from the nature of the Thing, they muſt ne- 
ceſſarily be levelled againſt it in ſome certain Crnibcarion, And 
it had been cafie to have ſhewn that they do as clearly over- 
throw 
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Uſefulneſs of the foregoing Hypotheſis. 
throw the Infallibility of Judgment in a Creature in the uſe of Falli- 
ble Means (which is the ſenſe which I have here proved the Ro- 
maniſts obliged to maintain) though their Infa/libility were deri- 
ved from the Divine aſſiſtance ;, as if it were derived from their 
own Nature, as that of God is, which is the ſenſe which Mr. Creſſy 
would make to be only concerned in theſe Arguments.'It might 
ealily have been alſo ſhewn that Mr. Creſſy himſelf grants the ve- 
ry ſenſe of the word here detined, and cannot deny but that it 
is very properly and naturally ſignified by it ; nay that, by his 
own Principles, the Churches not uſing it in her Canons can be 
no Argument that ſhe ever intended to leave private Perſons at 
th.ir erty to uſe it, or forbear it, as they pleaſed. Whence it 
were caſie further to infer , not only that it muſt needs be into- 
lerable for private perſons to deny it, but alſo that it muſt be juſt- 
ly Suſpicious as much as to wave 1t(fince it has been uſed) though 
on pretence of another ſenſe applicable to it, but never intended 
by them who _— it into the Roman Church, though at firſt 
they might have forborn the introducing of it. And if it be not 
free to Subjects, either to deny or forbear it, what room can be 
left for their Indulgence ſo much celebrated in this particular ? 
Nay, what Indulgence could it be, if they might indeed be ex- 
cuſed from the Word, as long as they are obliged to maintain 
the Thing ; I fay obliged, by doing that which cannot poſſibly be 


- defended without ſuppoſing it ? Certainly they cannot think but 


that Afions are as fignificative as Words in reference to God 
and their own Conſciences. 

$. 11, So alſo for the other point concerning the Popes Supre- 
macy, it is an uſual Artifice whereby many others are ſeduced, 
that they are perſwaded that they may take the ſame Liberty 
that the French take, in Queſtioning the Popes Monarchical Pow- 
er. But, from the Principles here laid down, it plainly appears 
that the Liberty taken by them is rather connived at by the Ro- 
man Court on Politick Conſiderations, than approved or allowed 
by the Roman Communion, as conſiſtent with their Principles. 
The like might have been ſhewn concerning ſeveral other Conſe- 
quential DoGtrines which facilitate the ſeducing of Proſelytes ; as 
that of the Diſtin&tion between the Church and Court of Rome, 
and the poſhbility of Reforming the Abuſes of the Court by the 
Popper of the Church, &c. 
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$. 12. Now in Perſons who have not been inured to thoſe * 
P--judices of Education, and that great Credulity which are inſen- } 


ſibly infuſed into Perſons bred in that Communion (which multi be 
ſuppoſed to be the Caſe of them who are not as yet Proſelyted 
to it) theſe general Principles of Infallibility and the Popes Swpre- 
macy are like to meet with, the moli dithcult reception. For to 
ſuch who have had experience of the dithculty of things by their 
own trial of them, and who are not avcrle to any pains that 
may appear requilite for the fatisfaGion of their Conſciences ; 
it is ſo far from being likely to appear that it is an A of Chri- 
ſtian Vertne to avoid Evidence, or to ſuppreſs their Comvitiions, when 
different from the Senſe of thoſe few intereſſtd Perſons who are 
plainly poſſeſſed of the Government of that whole Gommuni- 
@n, as that (till their Infalibility be firſt proved) it it not likely 
£0 paſs for an Act of common honeſty. Nay, their expecting ſuch 
iinreaſonable Concethons from them at firti, would, to ſuch 
Perſons, be a very jult reaſon of ſaſpefting them, when they 
ſhould find themſelves treated by them at the ſame rate as they 
might expe to be by the molt profeſſed Deceivers, For what 
more likely Art could any Deceiver uſe, than to perſwade thoſe, 
whom he had a mind to ſeduce, to truſt in him without and 4- 
ainſt their own Convictions ? Nor is it likely that they who 
mk no other inducement than the antrinſick reaſonableneſs of its 
oof, ſhould be perſwaded to believe it as cabily as they who 
| U9- been inured to it by Prejudices of their Edwcation. Nor is 
there that violence offered to their Faculties in following a weuk 
and doubtſal Proof in one particular inſtance, as fn tenouncing 
their cleareſt Convidtions Univerſally, in all matters to be detined 
by their Judg of Controverſies. And therefore it is very poſlible 
for onus. Ann in to the ſenſe of the Romanifts it many of 
the particular Diſputes, fall to be very averſe to their pretences 
to Tifallibility ; and this not (as it is uſually faid by our Adver- 
faries) only out of a baughtineſs and wawillingneſs to yield, but on 
rational and truly Conſcientious accomnts. 
$. 13. Nor is the other Doctrine concerning the Mynarchical 
Power of the Pope leſs unacceptable to Perſons of anothet Com 
munion before they are brought over to the Roman. I will not 
mention how much the conſequence of believing ſuch a Do- 
Grine may impoſe upon their Liberty, becauſe that will not by 
our Adverſaries be thought a Conſcientious Diſſwaſive from it. 
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Uſefulneſs of the foregoing Hypotheſis. 


Though certainly it be very allowable to ſtand upon their own 
Rights, till they be convinced out of them by a greater Evidence 
than would ſufhce for Concetlions of leſs importance; which is 
ſufficient for my preſent delign. That which I had rathcr in- 
fit on at preſent, is, the indetenlibleneſs of the abuſes of the 
Cmrt of Rome, which are fo groſs and provoking, as that gene- 
rally they are the laſt things to which Revolters arc reconciled ; 
and uſually, when they are fo, it is only on pretence that that 
Chnrch is not concerned tor them. But, by this Mmarchical Pow- 
er of the Pope, the power of Reforming them is aſcribed Oply to 
him whoſe Intereſt it is they never be R:f-474 3, *and (© to de- 
{troy all hopes of Reformution. Which is a conſideration that, if 
ſeriouſly thought of, would certainly ftartle many of thoſe who 
are brought over to them on accounts truly Conſcientious, being, 
feduced to it by ſuch falſe pretences. 

$. 14, For when it ſhall appear to this ſort of Perſons (as I 
have endeavoured to make ic appear by the following Hypo- 
theſis) that their joyning in that Communion muſt neceſſarily im- 
ply their approbation of theſe Unacceptable Dotirines ; they mult 
find themſelves unavoidably reduced to this choice, whe- 
ther they will embrace theſe Dodrines rather than forbear 
their Conmmnion, or whether they will keep off from their Com- 
munion rather than own theſe Schiſmatical Dottrines. Nor 
will it be hard to judg how they would be likely to 
determine in ſuch a Caſe. For if their averſation to theſe Do- 
Frines be greater than theit kindneſs to particular Opinions or Pra- 
Fices of the Roman Communion (as I have already ſhewn that it is 
reaſonable to believe that it is frequently the Caſe of Perſons not 
yet Proſelyted by them) they mult neceſſarily think themſelves ob- 
liged on theſe terms to continue where they are, 

$.15. 2. And the fame things proportionably applied, may 
ſerve to thew the uſtfulneſs of this Hypatbeſis, for gaining ſeveral 
moderate Perſons of the Romaniſts themſelves. They who call 


the Doctrine of the Popes Difallbility Archi-Heretical, and confeſs jppves Tab. 
themſelves unable, in this Principle, to defend their Church a- Suffrag. 


gainft us 3 when they thall find that the Fundamental Principle of 
their own, as a diffint Communion, is this contcfſedly indefen- 
ſible Archi- Heretical Dofrine, and that without this they cannot 
jultifie cither their Separation or their Impoſitions,they cagnot _ a 
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 fafe in Conſcience tocontinue any longer divided from us, 


6.16. The ſame thing is allo applicable to that other Do- 
Arine which prevails with ſcveral very conliderable Parties of 
the Roman Communion, That the $ e Judg of, Controverſies on 
Earth is cither the diffuſe Catbolick Church, or a Council that is 
truly Free and General , and accordingly received as ſuch by the 
CatWlick, Church diffuſive , and that that alone is the ſeat of In- 


fallibility. They who are of this Judgment, if. the following # 
Hypotheſis hold true , muli neceſſarily be obliged to change their 


Communion on tWo accounts, 

1; That they cannot make out their own Title to their being 
the Catholick Church in this ſenſe, nor can they conſequently 
prove that many of our Dottrines, which they condemn as Here- 


tical, have ever been Canonically condemned by this Fudge of | 


Controverſies. , This will hinder them from abſtaining from our 
Communion tor them. 

And 2. That, on theſe Principles, the Dotfrines of the Po 
Monarchy and Tyfallibility muſt be Heretical. This will oblige 
them to abſtain from the Communion of thoſe who maintain 
them. 

S. 17. 1. They cannot make out their Title to their own 
being the Catholick, Church in this ſenſe. For evidently they are 
not the Catholick Church diffuſwve, many conſiderable parts where- 
of are not in Communion with them. And therefore all the 
Plea they can make to the Amtbority or Infallibility of the Catho- 
lick, Church maſt be grounded on the Notion of a Catholick, Church 
Virtual, which Notion they muſt needs diſclaim in afſerting the 
Power of the diffuſrve Catholick, or its Lawful Repreſentative over 
all particular Churches, Theſethings I conceive fo clear from the 
DoGtrine here delivered, as that I cannot think my ſelf obliged 
to ſay any more concerning them at preſent, Hence it will tol- 
low, that all thoſe particular Dorines, which have been defined 
againſt us only by the Weſtern Councils, without the Suffrages of 
the Eaſtern Biſhops , or the reception even of all the Weſtern 
Churches themſelves, mult fail of that pretence to Infallibility, 
which is here even from their own Principles proved neceſſary 
to juſtifie their Separation from us on that Account, And when 
theſe are deducted, there will remain but few Inſtances of Do- 
frines diſputed between us, if any, which themſelves can pre- 
tend to have been defined by the united Suffrages of all Eaſtern 
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Uſefulneſs of the foregoing Hypotheſis. 
and Weſtern Biſhops, and unanimouſly received in the particular 
Dioceſes, Nor can they, on theſe terms, give any account why 
they condemn and exclude from their intereſt _in the commou 
Fudicatory of Chriſtendom as many, and as great, and every way as 
conſiderable, Churches as themſelves, 


S. 18, 2. But if ſuch Weſtern Councils, as are in this point de- As of Con- 
fended by our Adverſaries of this FaQion, mult indeed be ad- /fance, &c. 


mitted for the Supreme viſible Fudicatories, and conſequently as 
intituled to that Infalibility which is by them aſcribed to this 
Supreme Judicatory , I cannot conceive how they can avoid think- 
ing themſelves obliged in Conſcience to ſeparate from the Com- 
munion of them who aſcribe this 7:falivility to the Fope and his 
Conclave. For there is nothing that can be ſaid to juſtifie their 
Separation from us, but will as ſtrongly prove them obliged to 


ſeparate from their own Brethren of that. Perſwaſion. For theſe 


Councils have taken upon them to decide the Controvertie con- 
cerning the Supremacy, by qr Bro Power to be in the 
Church diffuſwve, and themſelves to be Lawful Repreſentatives of 
that Chwrch 3; and conſequently that all Eccletiaſtical Power, the 
Papacy ir felt being alſo expreſly mentioned, was ſubje& to 
them For can they think that Propolitions, neither Neceſſary, 
as to their matter, nor Evident, as to their Proof, can oblige Sub- 
jets to their Belief under pain of incurring the Cenſure of He- 
reſie, only on account of their being dehned by their Swpreme + 
Fudg of Controverſies? And is there any thing that themſelves 
can pretend to have been more exreſly detined by that Fudg, 
than this is ? If they will think to evade this Argument, by 
pretending that this Do&rine of the Power of their Judg of 
Controverſies is not ſo properly de fide it ſelf, as a Principle an- 
tecedent to the Belief of all Particulars that are ſo ; yet this can 
derogate nothing, from their obligation to ſeparate from the Com- 
mujion of Diſſenters concerning it. For can they think them- 
ſelves obliged to Separate for the denial of one particular defined 
by that Authority? And is there not incomparably more rea- 
ſon they ſhould do ſo for the denial of the Azthority it ſelf ? Is 
not the Amthority it ſelf more Fundamental than the particulars 
can be which, on theſe Principles, derive their whole Credi- 
bility from it ? And muſt it not be much more heinous to de- 
liroy the Credit of all poſſible Particulars , which, on theſe 


Principles, is included in the Judg of Controverſies, than to retuſe 
an. 


— 


- en AEDs 


r= ron 


=> iS 2 ==. codon emer —rents —_— = 


A Diſcourſe concerning the 
an actual Aſſent to any one Particular ? And as it hence appears 
that the matter of theſe Differences among themſelves is more 
momentous, and more obliging to a Separation, than themſclves 
can pretend thoſe to be wherein they differ from us ; ſo I may 
add farther, that the ——_— which onght in Conſcience to 
follow hercupen, mult be equally irreconcileable. For will it not 
come to the ſame Event, whether we utterly difown a viſible 
Fudg of Controverſies, or whether we indeed own one. but own 


' Tach a one as that our Adverſaries cannnt think themſelves obli- 


ged to ſtand to his Deciſion? In*both Caſes there is equally ac- 
knowledged a Liberty of Appeal from all Power that is acknow- 
ledged by the Adverſary. And that Power which mult decide 
Controverſies againſt an A verſary who does not think himſelf 
obliged ( as much as in Conſcience ) to ſubmit to ſuch a Deci- 
fion, muſt do it cither by Force or Arbitration, which arc Reme- 
dies as allowable by our Principles, as by thoſe of our Adver- 
faries. Nay, in this Caſe they cannot plead even that pretence 
of Canonical PunQtuality, at leaſt ſo long to forbear ſeparating 
from the Communion even of acknowledged Hereticks, till their 
Cauſe were declared to be Hereſie by their competent Judg. For 
they who believe theſe Councils to have been the Supreme Judica- 
tories, muſt conſequently conceive themſelves obliged to believe 
that their Superiority over the Pope has been detined by a Canonj- 
cal Amthority; and they who do ſo, can have nothing left to ex- 
cuſe them for forbearing an ana! Separation. And as it thus 
appears that they muſt nold themſelves obliged to abſtain from 
the Communion of thoſe Perſons who profeſſcdly and expreſly 
own this Doctrine of the Popes Monarchy : So when they (hall 
tind that this Monareby is indeed the Fundamental Principle of the 
whole Roman Communion, as diſtin from others ; they muſt, by 
the ſame Principles, think themſelves obliged to abſtain from 
the Communion of that whole Church, not only of thoſe who 
do expreſly deferid that Monarchy, but alſo of others, though in 
terms denying it, as long as they keep to that Communion which 
cannot be kept without conſequentially defending it. It is in vain 
to think to weaken the Authority of the Deciſion of thoſe Coun- 


cils, becauſe it was in a matter concerning their own Intereft. - 


For belides that this will give Us x yrs ad vantage againſt any 
Authority whereby they can pretend that we are Canonically 
cenſured ; They themiclves axe ſenſible, on other occalions, that 

| this 
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this is inſeparably the Right of the Supreme Fudicatory, to judg 
even in matters of its own Intereſt ; ſeeing there lics no Appeal 
from it, even in fuch Caſes, toany other Telkmaney that might 
judg, more impartiaſly concerning them., And they who think 
the Supreme Judicatory Infalible, mult think themſelves alfo 
obliged, not only to a Canonical Acquieſcence for Peace's ſake, but 
alſo to an Internal Aſſent and Approbation of the Juttice of ſuch 
a Decree, even out of Conſcience. This I conceive at lealt ſuf- 
ficient to prove, in this Caſe of perſons not proſelyted, as well 
as in the former of perſons already of that Communion, that 
they who do more htirmly adhere to this Doctrine of the Sx 
rlority of the Cathalick Church diffuſtve, mult think themſelves 
obliged to ſeparate. from their Communion, when they arc con- 
vinced of the Inconliftency of this Do&trine with it. The only 
difference is, that this firmer adherence to this Doctrine may 
more ordinarily and caſily*be expectcd from perſons not yet 
proſelyted, than from thoſe who are prejudiced in favour of 
the contrary by their Education in that Communion. Thee 
are thoſe Dividing Principles intimated in the following Anſwer to 
the Dueries propoſed to the Gentlewoman, though I was.unwilling on 
that occaſion to enlarge further concerning them. _— Qs. 
'$. 19. A fourth Uſe of this Hypotheſis is for the dircion of **Fy hue 
Peacemakers, to Ict them ſee what it is that renders our Recon- 
ciliation- impoſſible; and which, If it be not tirſt accommo- 
dated, muſt render all their endeavours in particular Queſtions 
unſucceſsful; and therefore againſt which they ought more car- 
neſtly to ſtrive by how much they are more zealous for Catholick, 
Peace, The way hitherto attempted has been to endeavour to 
reconcile our- particulfr Differences. This, has been, cither by 
clearing their reſpeive Churches from all thoſe things for which 
they have not cxpreſly declared, and of which expreſs Pr are 
not exacted from Perſons to be reconciled unto them, by how 
great Authority ſocver of their Particular Communicants they have 
been countenanced or maintained. This way has been taken-on 
their fide by Mr. Veron, &c. and on ours by Biſhop Montague. Or 
where the Churches have declared themſelves, there by allow- 
ing the greateſt Latitude of Exfofi:ion, and putting the moſt fa- 
vourable Senſe on their Decrees of which they are capable. 
Thus Grotius has dealt with the Corncil of Trent, and $. Clara 
with our Engliſh Articles, The delign of all the Mm 
E this 


A Diſcourſe concerning the 
this kind has been to reconcile the Churches without any yielding 
or'cither fide. I confels 1 think the number of Controverlies 
may be exceedingly diminiſhed by this way of proceeding, 
which muſt needs be very acceptable to any, who is more a 
Lover of the Catholick Church's Peace, than of Diſpxtation. 
Many of the Tenets on both ſides, that are very invidioully re- 


preſented by Adverfaries, will, on a cloſer Examination, appear | 
to be either miſtakes of the Writers Meanings, or Opinions of | 
particular Writers, or Senſes of the Church's Decrees which were Þ 
never defigned by the Chwrch that made them ; and conſequent- ® 
1y unneceffazxy to be aſſented to -in order toza Reconciliation, #3 
But when all is done, they will fall very ſhort of reconciling © 
the different Communions : For though all their Particular De» © 
erees, even concerning, Faith, were made tolerable by theſe means, * 
( 1. ) Yet that were not ſufficient to prove their Communion © 


Lawful ; and ( 2. ) Yet there cap be no hopes of reconciling 
all Particular Decrees by theſe Means, but ſome will till remain 
which will make their Communion intolerable to them of the 
other ſide, | 

S. 20. 1, þ all their Particular Decrees of Faith might, by 
theſe means, be tolerable ; yet that were not ſufficient to prove thepy 
Communion Laxful. For neither is there any Security that that 
iSenſe of their Decreer, which might-be taken for tolerable, would 
in Pratice prove ſuch as would be admitted by Governours ; ſo 
as that they on the other ſide might, on their owning, of that 
Senſe, be received to their Communion. No, though it were 
countenanced by Dottors of never ſo eminent Note, nay, by the 
Ecelefiaſticky who ſhould receive them. For ſtill thew Church 
ought to be admitted to be the moſt Authentick Expoſitor of her own 
meaning. And I do not doubt but ſeveral of their Proſelyer, 
who ſhould go over to them on account of- many of theſe mode- 
rate Explications, would tind themſelves'miſtaken in many thi 
as ſoon as their Church had any obligation to explain her ſelf 
concerning them. And though the Church might not think ic 
worth her Interpoſition to do it upon the Reconciliation of 


every particular Proſelyte, yet She muſt certainly think her ſelf 


obligedto it in order to the Reconciliation of the whole Commen- 
nor, Then many of theſe Palliations would certainly be found 
repugnant to her Deſign, and fo deſtitute of any plaulible 
appearance, as though She had been willing to yield in earneſt in 

inſtances 
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Uſefulneſs of the foregorng Hypothejis. 
inſtances wherein She might not ſeem td do fo ( and: that is the 
utinoſt condeſcenſion that can in reaſon be expected from a 
Church which pretends to be Infallible, at leaſt white She pre- 
tends to beſo ) yet they would not afford them even fo, as much 
as a Salvo for their Reputation. Nay, though all her preſent 
Decrees of Faith had appeared tolerable, and appeared fo in that 
very ſenſe wherein She really underſtood them ; yet even this 
would not ſuffice for a ſolid reconciliation of Communion, as long 
as the ſame Axthority , by which theſe other Decrees had been 
defined, is ſtill owned to be Infalible. For ſtill the next General 
Conncil. ( in the ſenſe wherein they give that Title to ſuchvas are 
not truly Occidental ) may detine new Articles never yet defined, 
or at leaſt declare ſuch Propolitions to be ſo, which, as yet while 
they are not defined, may very innocently be disbelieved. And 
then, 'as they, who even now believe what has been defined 
hitherto, not for the intrinfick Probability of the things defined ; 
but for the Authority whereby they are detined, mutt tind them- 
ſelves obliged, by the ſame Principles, to receive ſuch new Defi- 
nitions of the ſame Authority ; So we, who even now disbelieve © 
them ,*on account of the unſatisfaQorineſs of their intrinfick 
Proofs, and for the contrary Proofs produced againſt them, and 
who'do not believe the Authority of their Proponent a ſufficient 
Argument: to countervail theſe ntrinfick Confitations, muſt” (till 
continue to disbelieve them, even when they ſhall be ſo defined; 
which will then oblige us again to divide as great a diſtance as 
ever. Nor is this to be looked on as a Caſe unlikely to happen, 
conſidering that there are already many very ſuſpicious Dodrines 
{o univerſally received, as that their Learned men confidently 
tell us that ſome of them are fere de fide, and doubt of others 
whether they be not. alrcady altogether ſo. Where it is obſerve» 
able that the grounds of their judging fo, are, cither' the ex- 
preſsnels of thoſe Decrees of their Chxrch which are already made 
concerning them, or, the Vniverſality of' their reception, or the 
fireſs which is laid upon them, which, in all likelihood; would 
prevail with ſuch a General Corncil, if. it had been afſembled, to 

give their Suffrages for them. 
$. 21. 2, But though a Reconciliation of the Particulars'hi- 
therto detined might have-been more available tor a ſolid Peace, 
than it hence appears likely that it woald be, yet even this is not 
praflicable by all the means of AE that have as yet been thought 
2 of 


A Diſcourſe concerning the 

of Some things have been defined in both Communions with 
ach a deſign upon Diſſenters, as that no mollitying Arts of In- 
texpretation can prevail with any unprejudiced Perſon to believe- 
that the Senſes really intended by them are reconcileable. Nor 
indeed have the Romaniſts any reaſon to- expect that we ſhould 
agree with them in all the Particulars detined by them, whillt 
wedo not agree with them in acknowledging the Credibility of 
their Fudg of Controverſies. For, antecedently to their being 
dehned, they confeſs many oft them fo obſcure as that they may 
pardonably be disbelieved and oppyſed. . And how can any wiſe 
man expect that all Men ſhould be of one mind in fo many In- 
ſtances of ſuch a nature ? And yet even one unlawful C ondition 
of Communion is alone ſufhcient to make their Communion un- 

lawful, and the Churches irreconculeable. 
$. 22, Now that thexe are ſome, things for which their 
Church her ſelf is unavoidably concerned wherein we have all 
the reaſon, that can be delired, to expect that the ſhould yield 
to us in order to the accommodation of our Differences, I thifſk 
I might confidently appeal to as many Learned Men, though of 
our Adverſaries Communion, as have had as well the Comvage , to 
ſpeak their Thoughts, as the Candor to folluw their own Con- 
victions. The Teſtimonies of many. of them, to this purpoſe, 
axe already fo well known, as that I believe it will not be ex- 
pected that I ſhould exceed my preſent deſigned brevity by pro- 
ducing, them. This thexefore being ſuppoſed , it will plainly 
follow that no ſolid Peace can be expected: with thoſe of that 
Communion, without ſorne Conceſſions on their tide ; and therefore 
that which inevitably: hardens them againſt all Conceſſions, muſt 
conſequently ruin all hopes of a /afting Reconciliation. Now this 
is done by their Doctrine of Infallibility, and their own: Title 
to it. This is it that makes them preſume to define ſuch things 
as themſelves confeſs to be inevident Antecedently to their own 
defining them. This makes it impoſſible for themi (as long as 
they pretend to it ) to ſubmit thoſe things as much as to a Re- 
view, in this Age of Knowledge, which were at far{t detined in 
Ages of very great Ignorance. This hinders them from yielding 
to the cleareft Convictions to the contrary, or from acknowledging 
them even where they cannot chuſe but yield to them. This 
keeps them from reforming any of thoſe Errors, of which we 
have reaſon to believe. themiclves ſo ſenſible ( fince. the great 
by modern 
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Uſefulneſs of the foregoing Hypotheſis. 
modern Improvements of Eceleſiaftical Learning ) as that they 
would not have introduced them, if they had not found them 
atready admitted, and thought themlclves obliged not to deſert 
them, nor to believe any -Evidence ſufficient to prove theny 
blame-rworthy , when they had once found thern fo admitted, 
And therefore it will concern all hearty well-withers to Ctholick 
Peace, to lay out their Zeal and Induſtry principally to diſcredit 
this one Doctrine which is ſo extremely pernicious to it, | 

" $. 23. And m order hereunto'l have endeavoured to make it 
appear,that the challenge of Infallibility to their whole Communinn 
is truly grounded on a Principle diſclaimed' by conſiderable num- 
bers of their Commmnicants ; that is, the Popes abſolnte and unac<. 
countable Monarchy over the Catholick Church, Whence it will 
follow, that, though Irfallibility did indeed bdong-to the $u- 
preme mg" of the Catholick Church diffefive, yet they can 
lay no claim to it who deny his Papal Monarchy. And therefore 
they who believe theſe Promiſes of Infallivility to have been ori- 
ginally made only to the Catholick Church diffuſive, and withal 
deny this abſolute Monarchy of the Pope 4 cannot lay any . bettex 
chim' to this ' Infallibility than any other part of the Catholick 
Church diffuſive that is as great and as confiderable as themſelves: 
But themſelves confeſs Charches no eſs ample tor extentt and 
indeed more conſiderable for the multitude of Apoſtolical Sees) than 
their own, to be ſo far from: being Infallible, as that they believe 
them arally miſtzken, even in matters of Faith, and that for ſe- 
vera Centuries together before the Reformation.:' And/therefore: 
all the Authority which they can challenge-ow-thefe Principles is 
only a C monical-one, fuch as is due to particular Provincial or Na+ 
timal, or Patrizrebal diftrifts, which are, on all ſides, acknow- 
ledged to be Fallible. Which will not only-concern the Corncit 
of Trent, but alſo all other Councils that are only Occidental. 

" EC, 24; Now this Conceſhon alone, that (they are Fallible; 
would, at teaft, be Gathcient to ſhew that they could not think 
it unlawful to review their own Deerees, and either to correc or- 
repezl them, as they ſhould Judg it reaſonable upon that review. 
And though' indeed it is not for the Interett of the Publick that 
Governours, (hould- be too eaſe in--re{cinding their own Acts, and 
eſpecially at the motion of ſuch as challenge it as a Duty from: 
them'rorreſcind'them and when it cannot be done without an. 
acknowledgment-of their having been formerly miltaken ; yet it. 
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is withal as lictle for that Tntereft, that: they ſhould, wholly. de- 


veſt themſelves of the Power of aQually PraQtiling it, when it 
ſhall appear neceſiary by the exigencies of the Communities for 
which they- are intruſted. And, it, in any Caſc, this, may be al- 
lowed to be Expedient, there can be no reaſon to doubt but that . 
it is ſo here. The thing is of that importance, as that upon it de- 
pends the Reconciliation of the Divided Parties of Chriſtendone, 
which are neither likely to be ſubducd: by the Power of any 
one, nor poſſible to be-reconciled without Concethons on ſome, 
if not on all, ſides, by Churches, as well as by private Perſons ; 
and it cannot appear on which {ide the Conceſhon is fit to be 
made, unleſs all ſubmit to a trial, and reſolve, upon trial, to 
yield to what they ſhall judg reaſonable. Belides, there is a parti- 
cular Reaſon why the Chxrch ſhould reſerve an open Ear tor all 
things that can be urged for her information in matters of Faith. 
Not only in regard that the things are ſuch. as do not derive 
their Lawfulneſs or Unlawfulneſs from her Authority, but are what 
they are, either Trxe or Falſe, Antecedently to it ; ſo that her 
Amthority, as it cannot change the Nature of the things in them- 
ſelves, ſo neither can-it alter their, obligation in reference, to.the 
Conſciences of thoſe who are otherwiſe perſwaded :1\Nor that 
She muſt be Reſponſible to God, how little ſoever She be fo to 
her Swbjes, it She betray her truſt in the Faith once delivered.to 
her ; and thereupon drive out of hex Communion Perſons, who 
ought to have been encouraged to continue it, and break off 
from the Communion. of other Churches with whom She ought 
to have maintained -a- correſpondence :. But alſo becauſe her 
whole Authority depends on it. For if She be Erroneous in Fun- 
damentals, eſpecially. if hex Exror be by way of Defed in them, 
She is uncapable of being a Chriſtian Church, and conſequently 
uncapable of Eccleſiaſtical Awthority. So that, as She tenders her 
whole Authority in other things, She /is obhged to uſe all dili- 
gence to ſecure her {elf;from Error, in theſe, and it muſt be her 
beſt Policy to do-ſo. Nay, the greatelt Human Authorities that 
are, and who are molt Critical in inlifiing on theſe Pundralities 
of Policy in maintaining_what they have: once determined, yet 
think it no diſparagement: to them to condeſcend to a review.and 
to change their Judgments, upon better. Information. And fince the. 
retriving of that ſort of. Learzing, which is requiſite for clearing. 


.Apaſtolical Tradition, which came in with the Reformation of Relt- 


gion, 
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ion, the Churdb'of Rome her (elf is much better informed, and 


Ree qualified for Jndging, than She was in thoſe obſcurer Apes, 
wherein She firſt defined them. 

S$. 25. Suppoſing therefore that She were thus difpoſed to 
come to a review, it plainly follows further, that the whole 
force of her new Decrees upon this review, mult be reſolved into 
the merit of the Cauſe. For when her Fudgment has once been ac- 
knowledged Fallible, there can then remain no further prctence 
of any greater Certainty in her Conclifions, than in the Premiſes 
from whence they were deduced by her. And from hence it 
would be very reaſonable to expe&, 1. That She would not 
upon this new revizw define what She ſhould believe inſufficiently 


proved Antecedently to her Definition. This being applicd to par- 


ticulars, would cut off very many of her nezly introduced Arti- 
cles which her moſt eminent- Champions confeſs mevident Anteces 
dently to her defining them. And we might exped the number 
of Articles, which would be reduced upon this way of Trial, 
the more conſiderable, if, 2. All thoſe counterfeit Miracles and 
Revelations , and all thoſe comnterfeit Amthors and Anthor.ties were 
waved, which at the defining of theſe Articles were genetally 
believed genuine, but are fince as generally acknowledged to have 
been Forgerier. All thoſe Do&tines which, upon ſuch Teſtimo- 
nies as theſe, were taken for Apeſtolical, mutt loſe their Credit 
of being fo as ſoon as theſe Teſtimonies ſhall be convicted of in- 
competericy-for afſaring us what was Apyſtolieal. Eſpecially, 3.1f 
none but the carliett Writers be trufted, as indeed none cle are 
competent, for conveying Apiftolical Tradition" to us. And, 4. If 
they were wary in this kind to impoſe no Dottrines as Conditions 
of their Communion, but ſuch as might appear even to themſelves 
very Nereſſary and very Evident : It the defalcations were made 
which we have reaſon to believe would be made, even by them- 
ſelves, upon'the Suppolitions now mentioned, I do not ſee any 
xcaſon to deſpair of ſo much Liberty to be allowed by them as 
would ſuffice to reconcile our Communions. And this I believe 
will be an information very uſcful, and very accceptable to all 


hearty defirgys of the Peace of Chriſtendom, that is indeed, to all 


truly-Chriftian Spirits. 
$. 26, A fifth Uſe of this Hypotheſis is, that it will ſerve for a 
Scheme of Principles to juſtihe the Reformation, for which ſome of 
our. Modern Adyerſarics have been ſo very unportunate. Nor do 
I pre- 
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I pretend hereby to ſuperſede the Endeavours of that admirable 
Perſon who has already undertaken them. His Principles do 
excellcntly well ſhew that, as to the Reſolwtion of our Faith in 
thoſe Particulars which are truly of an Apoſtolical Original, and 
wherein we doagree with the Romaniſts themſelves, we can ſufh- 
ciently prove them derived trom the Apoſtles by competent Teſtimo- 
ries of the ſeveral Ages through which they mult have paſſed, 
without being any ways beholden to an Infalible Fudg of Con- 
troverlies, Nay that ſuch an Infallible. Fudg is indeed a Means im- 
proper for ſuch an End 3 as requiring many ſuch things for its 
proof, to us, who muſt be ſuppoſed to live at a diſtance from the 
time of its Original Inſtitution, as are every way,at leaſft,as hable to 
Diſpute as the Controverſics to: be determined: by it. So that 
hence ic appears that we may. be Chriſtians, nay and Catholicks 
too, that is, that we may believe as many Articles as at hrit 
were impoſed as neceſſary to be believed, without the leaſt oblj- 
ation of bcing Romaniſts, that is, of believing all their ſuperin- 
cod Novel Do&trines. And this is of excellent ufc againtt them 
in the whole Diſpute concerning, the Reſolution of Faith, where 
they pretend that the Books of the Seri themſelves, and the 
Senſe of thoſe Books, and conſequently all the Articles which are 
proved from thoſe Senſes, cannot be proved Credible to Vs with- 
out the Authority of their Judg of Controverſies 3 and therefore 
that as we follow this Authority in, theſe things, ſo we ought to 
follow. it in all other things equally recommended by it, , which 
muſt therefore be equally Credible with them, This Conſequence 
will indeed hold with them concerning whom: the Sxppoſition is 
true ; and therefore-it cannot be. ſtrange that the Romanifts,who 
profeſs to believe our common Articles on the Credit of this Au- 
thority, ſhould look on thoſe whom they call Hereticky as chooſers 
in Religion, and as ſe/f-condemned, in refuſing to believe gher 
things as credible, and credible.on the ſame Principles with thoſe 
they do believe, they {till ſuppoling that they, whom they call 
Hereticks, believe the common Articles -on the ſame Principles on 
which themſelves believe them. But from the Principles of that 
excellent Perſon it plainly appears, that the Sxppoſition is not true 
concerning Us ;z and that as we profeſs we do not, fo there is 
nothing that can in Reafon oblige us'to believe even our com- 
mon Articles on the Azthority of their, or any other pretended In- 
falible Judg of Controverſies, I | 
: S. 27, 
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F. 27. But the Principles here advanced do not ſo much cen- 
cern the Articles wherein we are agreed, as thoſe wherein we dif 
fer, and therefore will more immediately reach the Popiſh Com- 
munion as Popiſh, and the Proceitant as properly fo called, that 
is, 45 proteiting againtt their Errors, and againtt the Uncanonical 
courſes taken by them for Iopoſing their Errors, and for the ſup- 
preſſing of all oppoſition to the contrary. Here it is tirlt proved 
thac it veing our part only to Aﬀert our own Liberty from their 
Additional Articles, they are obliged to prove, not we to diſprove, 
their Impoſitions. 1 hen, becauſe the firſt Principles of their Impoſiti- 
015 are not agreed on by tnemtclves,” bur expreſly denied"by fe- 
vcral Perſons in their Communion, theretore 1 have proceeded to 
enquire after them, by knowing what it 1s that they are obli- 


gcd by neceſſary conſequence to maintain on account of their | 


bling of that Communion 3 lv that by tinding theſe we have all 
their particular Dofirines reduced to their firſt Principles. And the 
di[covery of the reeakweſs of the proofs producible tor theſe (up- 
on the ivrmer Suppolition that they are obliged to prove them) 
is as c!e.r a Diſcovery of the Juſtice ot the Reformation from the 
firjt Principles, as the nature of the thing will bear, 

$, 28. A lixth and lalt Ulctulncſs of this Hypotheſis above 0- 
thers is, that it is capable of a more eahie proot , and a proof 
more lizcly to prevail ad bomines. 'For the leveral Parties among 
our Adverſar.ics will not only grant us each ot the Premiſes, but 
undertake to prove them tor us; and an indifferent Perſon will 
not be beholden to either of them for the Concluſion. That he 
cannot be true to the Principles of their Communion (or, (to uſe 
their language) that he can be no ſound thorough Catholick_) who 
docs not hold Inf liability, and that contined to that part of the 
Church which is in their Communion on account of their being vir- 
tually Catholick,, the Feſuites, and other bigh Papalins will athrm, 
and it is that tor which they contend. To them therefore I (hall 
refer all thoſe of that Communion, who ſhall doubt of the co- 
gency of the proofs here produced. tor further ſatisfaction. 1 
could hea tily wiſh that the od:am of this reference might make 
them decline the S.rvice : and ſhould take it for a highly com- 
mendable condeſcenſion,it ſuch as they. who have devored them- 
ſelves to the Service of the Catholick Church, could be perſwaded 
to declare their diſlike of Principles o pernicious to Cathbolick, 
Peace, Put 1 fear it is a tavour cvo great to be expected rg 
them, 
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them. If any therefore doubt of the other Premiſs, viz. the inde- 
fenſibleneſs of this challenge to Infallbility, and of this Notion of a 
Catholick, Church virtual, on which that challenge muſt be groun- 
ded, he may be pleaſed to conſult thoſe of their Writers who de- 
fend the Swpremacy of General Comncils, or rather of the Catholick 
Church diffuſe. So that this way of proceeding will be molt ſui- 
table for all ſorts of Adverſaries. It they read it with a deſire of 
ſatisfaftion, they will tind that more catie when they ſhall con- 
ſider that it proceeds only on that which-themſelves do partly 
grant true already, ſo that there will only one Premiſs remain 
concefning which they can delize further fatisfaGtion. If they 
read it with a deſign of confertation, they will alſo tind that more 
difficult when they ſhall remember that they cannot undertake 
it without eagaging a very confiderable Party among themſelves 
in the defence of theſe Fundamental Principles of their whole Com- 
munion. 
$.28. Many great and conſiderable improvements might hay 
been alſo made of this difference of their Authors in matters of ſo 
great importance to their common Intereſts, which may hereafter 
be more fully enlarged on as themſelves ſhall adminiſter a fur- 
ther occaſion for it. This will ſhew how little reaſon they have 
to boaſt of their Vnity when it thus appears that they are o lit- 
tle agreed in theſe Principles of their Unity. So that, as it has al- 
ready appeared that their diffexence herein mult in reaſon oblige 
them to ſeparate in their Communion, it they a& conformably to 
their Principles, ſo nothing but a provocation ike that which was 
given to Lather and Henry the Eighth, can be wanting to them 
who deny this Monarchy of the Pope, to make them do as they 
did, viz. atinally to divide their Commnnion as their Principles al- 
ready oblige them. This will alſo let them ſee how little advan- 
tage their Laity is like to have above ours in judging of the Con- 
troverlies which divide our Communions, T hey would have them 
take the Fudg of Controverſies's word for the Particulars. That 
may be when they have found him. But when there are different 
Pretenders (as there are here, the Pope, the Comncil, and the Church 
diffuſive ) how ſhall they judg who has the juſtt Claim ? Muſt 
they judg of the reaſons, at Jealt of Credibility * Thar is it that 
we would have them do,and for which weare blamed as putting 
them upon a task too ditficult for them, or encouraging them to 
entcrtain too good an Opinion of their own abilities, Muſt they take 


the 
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the Pope's word in the Caſe? Bat he is yet only a Party 3, and, till 
the M»tives of Credibility be tried, can have no advantage above 
others his Competitors. And then, why may not They be truticd 
alſo? If chey be all truſted, their Pretenfions being ſo inconfi- 
ſtent, the Laick , who truſts ther, mult itill be leſc as irrefolute 
as ever, Muſt they therefore follow the judgment of their myſt 
Credible Divines concerning it ? But that w:ll again be as hard a 
task as the former, to be able, in fo great apparent Equality, to 
diltinguiſh who are the moſt Credible ; eſpecially abſtracting from 
the merit of the Cauſe. And what advantage the favourers of the 
Papacy have in numbers, that the others have in deſintereſſedzeſs, 
which will go very far in recommending the Credibilety of an 
Amtherity in {uch a Caſe as this is. Belides the greateſt Authority 
of Dijvines will not by themſelves be allowed for any more than 
a probable, and theretore a very fallible, inducement. But how 
much more ſo, when there are other Dirines as eminent as them- 
ſelves of another Judgment ? And even Tnfaliibility it ſelf, if it be 
received on a Fallible recommendation,will {till amount to no high- 
er than a Fallible Proof ; which even themſelves cannot judg ſuf- 
ficient for their purpoſe in ſuch a Caſe as this is. If both Preten- 
ders and Divines be truſted on both tides as far as their Pretenfi- 
ONS are not inconſiſtent with each other, this will effeQtually ſerve 
my purpoſe, and convince the Laick, who truſts them, of the 
inſecurity of their whole Communion. For he muſt thus be obliged 
to grant both the Premiſſes of the Argument by which I have here 
proved it znſecure. 


The Major is this, 
Infllibility, as appropriated to the Roman Communion by their 
_ Title to their being virtually Catholick, that is, by their adhe- 
ring to the Papacy as a Principle of Catholick Unity in the 
ſenſe above explained, is the Fundamental Principle of that 
whole Communion as diſtin& from others : 


This he muſt believe on the Authority of the Popes themſelves 
who have declared for it, and of the Feſwites, and the reſt of the 
bigh Papalins. 


The Minor this : 
But this Authority of the Papacy (on which the Title of that 
F 2 | whole 
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whole Commuxion to Infallibility is grounded) is falſe and 
improbable. 

This he muſt alſo for the ſame reaſon believe on the Amthority 
of all thoſe who defend the Supremacy of General Comncils, os of the 
diffuſive Catholick, Church. So that in this way of judging by Au- 
thorities (which is agreeable to the Genias and Prinerples and Argu- 
ments of that Chwrch againſt us in other like Caſes) the I aity, at 
leaſt, muſt be obliged to diftrut their whole Communion, as Funda- 
po 1 fer on an uwarrantable Principle. But of theſe and 
other like matters, perhaps a larger account may be given on fu- 


ture occaſions, 
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PREFACE. 


T is of no further concernment to acquaint the Pub- 
lick with the occaſion of penning theſe Pavers, than 
as the occaſion might have an influence on the Deſign; 
and as it may be very uſeful to inform the Reader of 

the Deſign, that he may the better know what to expett in 
the Performance. 

He may therefore be pleaſed to underſtand that the fol- 
lowing (Queries were tendred to a Gentlewoman of the Com- 
munion of the Church of England by a Romaniſt, who had 
a deſign of ſeducing her ; and that they were anſwered by 
another hand, but on ſuch Principles, or in ſuch a way of 
management, as that it did not give her the deſired ſatis- 
fattion. This gave occaſion to ſome that were concerned 
for her, to ſhew the Paper to ſome others, in order to the 
inviting them to undertake it in a way that might be like- 
ly to prove more ſucceſsful. By this means of Communica- 
tion it came at length to my hands, from a Perſon who firſt 
defired my Opinion concerning it ; and then with ſome ear- 
neſtneſs importuned me to commit my thoughts to writing. 
Purſuant therefore to this occaſion, my Defign was in the 
firft place to ſhew from ſound Principles, that the Church 
of England is able to defend her Reformation from the 
Errurs of the Komaniſls:, and to clear her ſelf, as far as 
She is charged with that Breach of Communion which fol- 
lowed thereupon, without giving any advantage to the 

a Non- 
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Non-Conformiſts to juſtifie either their firſt Separation 
from Vs, or their Eternal Subdiviſions from one another. 
Nor was 1 willing to engage a Perſon in the Gentlewomans 
condition, in any Contriverſies that might be ſpared with- 
out Injury to the merit of the Cauſe ; or to debate even ſuch 
as could not ſo be ſpared, by ſuch Arguments as might ex- 
ceed her opportunities of Enquiring,or her capacity of Judg- 
ing, ſo as to oblige her to depend on the condutt of others 
more Inquifitive and Judicious, But I have either waved 
Authorities where I could debate the Caſe by Arguments 
. leſs liable to Diſpute, and better ſuited to the oy 1 
ing of a Gentlewoman ; or where I have been neceſſitated 
to inſiſt on them, I have endeavoured to make out their 
Credibility by ſuch Preſumprions as are eaſe to be under- 
ſtood, and familiar in parallel Caſes, and generally granted 
as moſt Prudent, whenever unskiltul Perſons find them- 
ſelves obliged to acquieſce in the condutt of Perſons more 
Skilful and judicious than themſelves. And I have par- 
poſely avoided all Citations of Authors, even where ne- 
ceſſary, but ſuch as were to be had, even in Englifh, and 
rherefore might be conſulted by the Gentlewoman her ſelf. 

I confeſs thoſe other Reaſonings fit for Scholars, as they 
are more 1ubtle, ſo they are withal more ſolid and conclu- 
five. But withal I conſider, 1. That theſe things where. 
in Scholars have the advantage of unlearned Perſons, 
are principally ſuch wherein Reading, is abſolutely neceſſary 
for their Hiſtorical conveyance to us. It is certainly 'im- 
poſſible for any to know what Dottrines were maintained \jn 
the Apoſtles times ( and conſequently what Doftrines are 
true, where they are ſuppoſed capable of no other Evie 
dence of their being true, but becauſe they-were ſo main- 
tained { without infrght into the ſeveral Hiſtories and Au- 
thors of the intermediate Ages through which they are to 
' be deduced. But for other things whoſe evidence of their 
being true, dies not depend on Tach a conveyance, the Rea- 
= 
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ſon of the thing is a ſufficient Evidence ; and of this every 
equally rational Perſon, how little ſoever he be conver- 
fant in Authors, is ay.cqually competent Judge. And - 
of this kind are many of the things here mentioned, on 
which the ſtreſs of the cauſe depends. The prudent Rea- 
der will eafily diſcern which they are, without my inſtan- 
cing, And 2. even in thoſe things which y reds, Poſi- 
tive Revelation, and wherein the only means of our Aſſu- 
rance of them is Hiſtorical Tradition ; though it be in- 
deed true that Perſons of little Reading cannot ſo compe- 
tently aſſure themſehves of the Writings and Opinions of 

ormer Ages, without the aſſiſtance of others more conver- 
fant in thoſe Studies : Tet fince it is not the way of Pru- 
dent rational Perſons, therefore to tonclude a thing to have 
been revealed by the Apoſtles, becauſe ſuch Authors tell 
us that it was ſo ; much leſs becauſe ſuch Authors main- 
tained it, .as their own Opinion ; but firſt to aſſure them- 
ſelves of ſuch things on which the Credibility of ſuch Au- 
thors in ſuch matters may be, made clear to us, and then 
of thoſe Expreſſions from whence they conclude ſuch Au- 
thors to have given Teſtimony to ſuch a thing as an Apoſto= 
lical Tradition : It is plain that the rv Jae of theſe 
things depends wholly on the Reaſon of the things them- 
ſelves. And therefore where Learned Men are agreed, as 
to their accounts of the Authors and their Expreſſions ; 
and where the only remaining Diſpute is, Whether ſuch 
undoubted Works of ſuch Authors be competent for the 
conveyance of a Tradition ; and whether ſuch Expreſſions, 
confidered in all their Circumſtances, come home to the Con- 
* troverfies at preſent debated; theſe are things whereof 
common Prudence, and a cultivated natural Judement may 
as well qualifie Men to paſs a Cenſure as the greateſt Read- 
ing imaginable. And this ſeems to me the beſt way in af- 
fairs of this nature, to wave ſuch things as were diſputed 


among Learned Men concerning their Hiſtorical Informati- 
ons, 
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ons, and only. to found my reaſonings on their unanimous 
Conceſſions. And moſt of the Controverſies betwixt Us 
and the Romaniſts are of that nature as to be capable of 
this way of management. Now this way of not intermed- 
ling in the Diſputes of Learned wen, but only proceeding 
on their unqueſtioned Conceſſions is ( as moſt ſolid and 
fatisfaftory to the moſt accurate Learned men themſelves, 
ſo) moſt prudent and eafie for thoſe who are unlearned. 
And 3. even as to thoſe other things wherein I have indeed 
proceeded on popular Preſumptions, yet confidering that 
theſe are the only Reaſons which God has fitted tothe capa- 
cities of the greateſt part of Mankind, and that God us in 
his Goodneſs concerned to give them Reaſons ſufficient for 
their direftion, and that the Nature of the Things them: 
ſelves i of importance to his Government, and that it is 
therefore requiſite that their direftions be ſuch as may not 
only excuſe their miſtakes, but ſecure them of the Truth 
it ſelf ; I fay, theſe things being conſidered, there will be 
reaſon to believe, that however fallible ſuch general Pre- 
ſumptions may be in their dwn nature, yet that God in his 
Goodneſs has ſo ordered the matter in affairs of this nature, 
as that thoſe who are guided by theſe Preſumptions, may 
Y the uſe of them be ſecured of the Truth it ſelf intheſe 
articulars. 

As for the Method obſerved in this Diſcourſe, it is ſuch 
as I conceived moſt clear and comprehenſrue in few words, 
and yet withal moſt accurate and ſatisfaftory to a doubting 
Perſon. For any one may be much more ſecure of a Conſe- 
quence when he i firſt [{ecored of . all its Principles, and 
he can much better judge of them when he has an intire 
Proſpect of them in the natural Order wherein they lye , 
and wherein they are neceſſary for the dedufion of ſuch a 
Conſequence. Tet T have neither deduced my Principles too 
remotely, but as near as I could find them clear and in- 
diſputable ; Nor have we inſiſted on the Proof of thoſe 

| that 
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that were clear, any further than 1 conceived it neceſſary 
to do ſo from the attual Diſputes concerning the Conle- 
quence. And 7 have been careful rather to prove than 
to confute; which 7 concerved to be a courſe, as leſs In- 
vidious to Adverfaries (who ſhould find themſelves no fur- 
ther concerned than as the conſequences of poſitive Truths 
might make them concern'd ) ſo alſo more fatkfaftory'to 
a Perſon in the Gentlewomans condition. And*inthe whole 
I am ſo little conſcious of any deſign of diſpleaſing' any to 
whom Truth it ſelf might not prove diſpleafing, as that if 
any Adverſary ſhall think it worth his time to Anſwer what 
1 have ſaid, I am not my ſelf afraid of Prowncation 
ow any thing. which he can ſay in following my. Prece- 
ent. 
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Q. x. Whether any one going from the Church of EN G- 
LAND, and dying a Roman Catholick,can be ſaved? 


I. WF by the words | can be ſaved ] be meant a poſſibility in 
regard of the MEANS, we then deny it. For we hold 
. that ſuch Errors are maintaincd in that Communion as 
are in their own nature deſtructive af Salvation. 
| Such are, 
I. The Dodtrines even of their * Church which oblige them * via. Conſad. . 
to do miſchief ( as thoſe concerning the Popes Supremacy over of Pre/. Con- 
Princes in Temporals, and concerning their Duty 'of proſecuting £#77. 


Hereticks ) The Þ looſneſs of their Caſwaſftical Divinity, counte- Kay Je- 


. Lerr- 
ſuch Perſons as a& conformably to the Principles of that Com- oa orga 


munion 3 and their generally allowing a greater Liberty to ſuch Theolog. of 
Perſons as are deſirous to reconcile their Vices with their hopes *he Jeſvires; 
of Eternity, by their licentious Applications of thoſe two Di- urs rn 
ſtip&ions of Precepts and Comnſels, and of Mortal and Venial Sins, cqmmunion 
whereby they make moſt Duties Counſels, and molt Sins only the ſefites- 
Venial. Which danger is the more conſiderable to an ignorant defence of 
Perſon, who for want of Skill of her own, muſt in Prudence, *be1m/-'ves by 
and by the Principles of that Communion, be obliged to trutt 2 
ſuch unſecure Guides, gainſt others. 
2, Not to mention the ill Influence of ſeveral of their Do-« 
Arines on the Lives of ſuch as own them; the very impoſing 
them as matters of Faith, the Excommunicating and Anathemati- 
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zing all that deny them, the condemning Difſenters as guiity of 
Herefie aud Schiſm ( at leaſt what they call Material ) the inſerting 
ſeveral of their controverted Dodtrines into their Liturgies, ſo 
that they who cannot belicve them,cannot veraciouſly joyn with 
them in their Devotions, are Innovations from the liberty allow- 
ed in the Primitive Church, wherein many (whom all own for 
excellent Perſons and good Catholicks) never owned, nay ſome 
of them doubted of, or contradicted, ſuch conditions of Com- 
munion ; in fam, their unrea{onable-grounds of dirzding Cathos 
lick, Communion; and. their Vncharitableneſs to Diſſenters, arc Errors: 
dangerous to the Salvation of the Perſon owning and abetting 
them. For all will own, even the Romaniſts themſelves, that 
the Crime of breaking Catholick Communion, where it .is juſt- 
ly imputed, is deſtructive of Salvation. 

3. Several Abufes of that Church (1 fay of the Church, not 
only of particular Perſons in it) are ſo groſs as that ſeveral 
of the moſt eminent and candid men of their own Communi- 
on have owned them for ſuch : ſuch as Prayer in an unknown 
Tongue, denying the Chalice to the Laity, Fabulaws Saints and Stories 
{till continued in the belt approved Eccleſiaſtical Offices, Martyrs 
canonized for bad Cauſes conducing, to the greatneſs of the Roman 
See, as Becket for Example : Yet by the Principles of that Com- 
munion, pretending to-Infalibility, it is impoſhble that any Abuſe 
(in defence of which their Church is engaged, as She is here ) 
ſhould ever be reformed, becauſe it is impothble that a Church, 
ſo pretending to bg Infalible, ſhould ever grant any ſuch thing 
to be an Abuſe And many more abuſes are by the moderate 
Perſons of their Communion owned in the Court of Rome, 
which yet by the power allowed to the Cort over their Church, 
by the general conſent of the Church it ſelf, cannot poſſibly be 
reformed, Seeing therefore that the Church of Rome does thus 
oppoſe all poſſible Reformation ot Abuſes of this nature ; and 
ſeeing that, whilſt theſe Abuſes arc not reformed, many of them 
may juſtifie a Separation, and molt of them may do it when all 
hopes of Reformation are profeſſedly oppoſed 3 Catholick Peace 
on ſuch terms as may, not only lawfully, but commendably, be 
yiclded, will be impoſſible. And the abetting of ſuch a Party 
as makes Catholick, Peace on juſt terms impoſſible, muſt needs be an 
Error deſtructive of Salvation. This is a miſchief unavoidably 
conlcquent to miſtakes in a Society pretending to be Inf.llible. 
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+ As theſe Errors are thus of their own nature deſiructive of 
Salvation, ſo going, over to that Communion from an- 
other, does naturally involve the Perſon doing ſo, in the 

actual guilt of the Errors themſelves : 

1. Becauſe Communicating ( according, to all } does involve the 
Perſons communicating in the guilt of ſuch Errors, , at leaſt, as 
are impoſed as conditioms of the Communion, as theſe are in the 
Church of Rome. This nceds not to be proved againſt the 
Romaniſfts, who inſiſt on it againft Us, as much as Wedo againtt 
them, 

2. This muſt eſpecially hold in ſuch as revolt from our Church 
to theirs: both becauſe ſuch an embracing of their Communion 
is more an Argument of choice and deſigned preference in {uch as 
leave others to come to it, than in ſuch as are born in it, and 
conſequently muſt ſignitie a more expreſs approbation of the 
Terms of it ; and becauſe more explicite recantation of our Do- 
Erincs are required even from Laick, Revolters, than from ſuch 
as are born in it. 

3. Becauſe the Reſignation of Judgment is expe&ted more in- 
tire from Women and Laicks than from (kiIful Perſons ( who may 
in ſome caſes be allowed the Liberty ot their own Judgment 
even by the Principles of that Communion ) fo that Perſons in 
the Gentlewomans condition, may by this means come to be 
Reſponſible not only for the dangerous Dottrines of their whole 
Charch, but alſo for the Perſonal Errors of their Priefts and parti- 
cular Confeſſors : both as they are (by the Principles of that 
Communion ) allowed to be the Authentical Proponents of the 
Dotirmes of their Church, to wnlearned Perſons (who are not them- 
ſelves qualitied for judging concerning them ) as their Church 
is of the Dotirines of Chrift to the Learned ; and as the ſame 
Rules of Prudence oblige them as ſtrongly to truſt their particu- 
lay Prieſts for Opinions, as they do their Church for Dofirines of 
Faith, where they are fiill prefumed as uncapable of. judging 
themſelves, 

II. If by this poſſibility of Salvation mentioned in the Queſii- 
on,” be meant only | a poſſibility of the EVENT | notwithſtanding 
the dangerouſncels of the condition of Perſons of that Commus- 
nion, upon account of their being of it ; then the Reſolution 
will depen# on this : How far Errors of their own nature dam- 
native may not prove a&tually deſtrutizve to the Salvation of the 
particular 
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particular Erroncous Pcrſon, on account of the Ignorance and 
Unrolwmtarineſs with which the Perſon comes to be engaged in 
ſuch Errors ? For on theſe accounts it may be conccived that 
the Errors may cither not be imputed to her at all, or be impu- 
ted in ſo 1 ww a degree as to become pardonable by the general 
Stipulations and promiſes cf the Goſpel for the pardoning of 
Sins of [nadvertency and humane frailty, which are ſuppoſed expt- 
able by a general Care of tulhilling the conditions of the Evan- 
gclical Covenant, together with a general implicite Repentance 
-of Sins unknown as well as known. 

Now of theſe two ways whereby an Error damnative of its 
own Natrre way be hindred from proving, aftnaly damnative im 
the Erent to the Erroneors Perſon, it is only an Invincible Igno= 
rance (that is, ſuch as can be remedied by 10 means that are in the 
power of the Perſon who is ſuppoſed Erroneous ) that can hinder all 
Imputation of her Error to her ; and.only ſuch a degree of Vin- 
cible Ignorance can ſuffice for extenuating the Imputation ſo far as 
to render it pardonable in the way now mentioned, that is very 
hardly avoidable by the Perſon, conſidering the frailty to which 
her condition in this Life is obnoxious. So that for judging con- 
cerning the Condition of Rerolters (which is the Gentlewomans 
caſe) the Enquiry will be, what degree of Ignorance they are 
capable of that may make their Errors Involmntary ? that is, How 
far ſuch as they are,may be capable of being 1gnorant of their Duty 
to adhere to ours as the true Communion ? And for diſcerning 
this, theſe following Particulars would be fit to be conſidered. 

I, That we are all agreed (Romaniſts as well as Proteſtants) 
that all ſorts of Perſons (Ignorant as well as Learned) are obliged 
to adhere to the true Communion (whatever that is) in contra- 
diſtinction to others, at leaſt, under pain of lofing the Ordinary 
means of Salvation, and conſcquently that comfortable ſatisfattion 
of the ſecurity of their own condition, which they who enjoy 
the Ordinary means of Salvation muſt needs be more capable of 
than they who are neceſſitated to repoſe their whole conhdence 
in Gods Extraordinary Mercies. 

2, That all Perſons being thus obliged by God to embrace 
the true Communion, the Inducements to it muſt be ſuppoſed 
tufficient for the conviRtion of all, and conſcquently ſuitcd to the 
capacities of all who are thus concerned to reccive Gonviction. 
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- 3+, Therefore the Reaſons being thus ſuppoſed ſufficient for the 
conviction of all, there can be no pretence of Invincible Ignorance 
for any but ſuch as are Ignorant of thoſe Reaſons, which can- 
not be ſuppoſed to be the caſe of Revolters. 

Hence it follows, at lea(t, that if Revolters a rationally, that 
is, Enquire what it is they leave, and why, and accordingly fol- 
low their Convictions as they ought, before their Change ; they 
cannot be ſuppoſed capable of Invincible Ignorance. So that the on- 
ly _—_—_ pretence for ries. theix Error Invincible, muſt 
be the ſuppoſed Invincibleneſs of thoſe Prejudices which may hin- 
der a well-meaning Perſon, ating conſcientiouſly , from acting 
rationally. Which muſt be either, , 

I. Opinions conceived obligatory in Conſcience , hindring the 
Perſons embracing them from Enquiry, or following their 
own Convidtions ; of which kind many inſtances 1, pro- 
duced which are favoured by the Caſuiſts of the Roman 
Church : Or, | 

2. Precipitation in paſſing Sentence on a partial Evidence, re- 
ſolving on ſome particular advantage of one Cauſe with- 
out conſidering its diſadvantages, or the advantages of the 
contrary Cauſe, which might poſſibly overweigh it if im- 
partially conſidered ;. Or, 

3. An wndiſcernible favour to one Cauſe more than another, 
whereby we wilh it rather true in regard of its greater 
compliance with ſome particular Intereſt or AﬀeGction, 
which may be thought Innocent, at leaſt, if not commendable ; 
which may the more likely prejudice a well-meaning Con- 

* ſcientious Perſon, .becaule it may indeed be Prudent in'fome 
Caſes, and it is not cafic for a Perſon ated by it to diſcern 
when it is not.. But it,is hard to conceive how any of theſe 
miſtakes can be Invincible in Revolters, 

. Not the 1. for NE ny 

1. Thcre can be; no reaſon to take up ſuch Opinions ſo gratwi- 
zoufly, which are ſo Prejudicial to all Reaſoning jn general. 

2, There can be no reaſon to take them tor granted as firſt 
Principles, without Enquiry, (by which means very, abſurd Pro- 
poſitions may be taken up by very rational Perſons) whexe it is known 
\ that many'skilful, and (as far as can be judged ) Conſcientious 
Perſons do, not only queſtion, but, deny them, : 

H ; | | 3+» Res 
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3. 
on Authority, it wou}d be moſt Faſt,” as well as moſt Pru- 


<lſe can be) in this 
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+ Revolters ftgth us cannot as much as pretend any Prejudices 
of Ed 


ucation to excuſe ſuch miſtakes, ſeeing that among Us they 
them utterly difcountenanced. And 'as they have this 'nti- 
Reaſon, nor (ambng Us.) Authority that tnay induce them 


to the belief of thoſe DoArines : So neither, 
4. | 
ducement to perfwade Revolters to the belief of theſe irrational 
Do@rines :* ** M1 
1. Becauſe the Romaniſts themſelves are ſenſible of the abſurdi- 


Can the Amtbority of our Adverſaries be any probable in- 


ty of theſe Do@rincs, and their unſerviceablene(s' to their 
own Intereſts when they have to deal with Perſons whom 
they deſire to ſeduce fo that they are not likely to recom- 
mend ſuch Dod&trines to ſuch Perſons, as Credible, on ac- 
count of their own Authority, Fer if they (hould offer to 
perſwade ſuch as they eſteem Hereticks of the unlawfulneſs 
of intermedling in Religious Diſputes, or tollowing their 
own Convictions in them, it would be the means to make 
it impoſſible to Proſelyte ſuch to their own Party. 


- 2, If they ſhould be fo imprudent as to perſwade them of the 


Troth of theſe Padtrines fo prejudicial to their own inte- 
reſts'in theſe Circumſtances ; yet the Perſon tempted would 
need no other Argument to confate them: than- their at- 
tempts to Proſelyte her at the fame time when they ſhould 
teach her that it were unlawful to hearken to any Reaſons, 
or to venture tier own Judgment concerning them, if con- 
trary to What-at preſent ſhe believed to be rtue, 

Becauſe if ſhe mult not truſt her own Judgrnene, but rely 


dent,” to truft the Authority of her own Party whom She 
has experienced;rather than her Adverſartes whom She has 
not; and therefore it could not be'reaſonable to truſt Adver- 
faries contradifting the eminent Guides bf her own Party, 
Becaufſe, at leaft, the uthority of 'Adyerfaries cannot be 
reſumed in Reafon fo great, with'a Perfon not yet of their 
Comniunion, as to oblige her to believe, on their account, 
what She her ſelf thinks Irrational : Nay, rather whilit it 
is queſtioned how far their Authority is to be truſted (as it 
ought, in reaſon, ro be Fonfidered before a change ) and 
whillt the private Juggs of the Perſon is trulied (as nene 
te 3 what in her own judgment 
” ſeems 
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ſeems unreaſvnable,would rather render the Authority (u- 
{pected if it ſhould recommend it, than be. it (elf. believed 
for the Authority, P 

Eſpecially conlidering 5. that to ſuch a one as is not yet. per- 
ſwadcd of the Credibilicy of their Authority, this would af. 
ford a very prudent Argument for ſuſpicion of their Inte- 
grity,when they ſhould urge her to-the belict of ſuch things 
whoſe Truth they would notallow her liberty to examine 
by her own private Judgment. | 

Not the 2. for 
I. It is hard toconceive a Perſon educated in the true Church 
{o ignorant of the advantages of her own way, as to be Invincibly 
perſwaded by thoſe of the contrary, which upon a compleat * 


compariſon are ( by the Suppoſals laid down in the beginging of Vid.ILt.?: 
jch * 1b ce «| 


this Diſcourſe ) ſo very diſproportionable to them, and, wh 
may appear ſo by the Judgment of all who are concerned to judg 
concerning them. 

2. The fallacy of truſting ſuch paxtial Repreſentations is ſo 
eaſily diſcovered by the molt ordinary Experience and Prudence in 
human affairs, and ſo univerfally acknowledged in all other ordi- 
nary Occurrences, as that it,can hardly impoſe on any. who pro- 
ceeds with that Caution which all acknowledg requitite in chan- 

es of great and dangerous conſequence, as all confeſs thoſe of 
Religion to be. ; T 
"* 3+ Thoughalcels advantage on one fide-above; the other might 
ſulfce, .where the Perſon -were not. pre-engaged, in cither,; yet 
all confeſs the diſturbance of a Range, nd the, danger pf veu- 
turing on an unexperienced way , {o contiderable, , as that they 
are not to be attempted on barely Equal terms ;,, which is a turther 
warning for the Gentlewoman to be wary,, who is tempted to 
change trom the Principles of her Educatign. , (| 

4. Suppoling the Perſon were {o Ignorant as not to diſcern the 
advantages of her own Communion above any, other by her 
own obſervation, yet in that Caſe, it is on all ſides held Prx- 
dent to hear on both ſides what can be-faid by them . who are 
shilfal : which if She underſtand, and be able to.judg of by her 
ſelt, She muſt then ('by. the Suppolals now mentioned ) ſee the 
advantage of her own fide ; but if She does not, and. {© be ne» 
lis. even in the choice of her Communion, to rely ,on the 
conduct of a Guide, it muſt in - Caſe be much more Prudent 

- to 
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to'truſt a Guide whom She has experienced, than one whom 
She Has not. : 

Not the 3. for 3, 

1. That Favorr which is wholly derived from the inclination 
of the Afﬀettions mult needs be due to that fide wherein the Perſon 
is already engaged : both in Frſtice, as all generous Perſons con- 
ccive themſelves obliged in all Caſes capable of favour, to be 
favourable to their 61d Friends rathcr than others ; and in Pra- 
dence, becauſe by this means the diſturbance of a change is beſt 
prevented, 

2, If any Favory may be upon reaſonable and well-meanin 
accounts extended to 'one Cauſe above others : Either dens 
* the trial-of its Truth is caficr, or becauſe its Truth (it it may be 


- 11 5:7 Proved)'may be conceived” ſubſervient to better purpoſes ; as 
Exomolog. * Mr. Creſſy confeſſes himſelf favourable to the Arguments produ- 
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ced for a Judg of Controverſies, becauſe the deciſion of that Con- 

troverlie alone would prevent the trouble of Enquiring into the 

reſt ; yet even ſo (if this Favour be taken up and managed as it 

ought'to be by a vertuous well-meaning Perſon) it willnot ren. 
der the miſtake of a change Invincible, For, 

1. This Favour (as far as it is juſtihable by. reaſon) is to be 

had for the Religion wherein the Perſon had been educated, and 

- of which She is aQtually. poſſeſſed, upon the ſame rational 

accounts whereby that other Favour is conceived juſtifiable, 

and i a$ high a degree of '6bligation;-both as we are bet- 

: "ter able tojudg of what we 'know already;than we can be 

/ preſumed to be of a ſiringe Religion ;*and as we can be 
more confident in the practice of a Religion we have al- 
ways-maintained, - than we can in that which muſt fuppoſe 
us convicted of having been formerly greatly miſtaken. 

2, This Favour, as far'as it -may be conceived Prudent and 

- Rational, can only take place there where all other things 

' are ſuppoſed Equal, which cannot be ſuppoſcd in the true 
Way. 

3» This Favour onght not to hinder the Perſon from an En- 
quiry into the contrary Cauſe, unleſs th: Evidence produ- 
ced be very certainly convidtive, which alſo cannot be ſ\up- 
poſed in the way we are ſpeaking of. | 

4. This way of Favourable Preſumption being the only way 

by which the generality of the Vulgar are capable to Judg, 
and 
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and there being in the true way - inducements for all ſorts 
of People 3 therefore it muſt be {aid that if this way be 
managed impartially, that is, if all the Preſumptions on 
both tides be confidercd , this muſt bring them to the 
Truth. 

Hence it follows, by the Principles of all Parties , that the 
Error of a Revolter can hardly be preſumed Invincible, and conſc- 
quently not wholly Excuſable. So that tor Judging concerning the 
Salvability of particular Perſons, ir only remains to be enquired 
further, Whether they be capable of ſuch a degree of Vincible leno- 
rTance as may be expiable by a General Repentance, and the perfor- 
mance of all other Conditions of the Goſpel m an Erroneons Communion ? 
And the Reſolution of this depends on theſe Enquiries : 

+. Whether the Erroneous Commreniom ( the Roman for Example ) 

embrace the DoQtrine of Repentance ſo intirely, according to 
the Conditions required of it in the Goſpel , as that the 
Repentance pertormed in it may be preſuned ſuch as God: 
will accept ? 

2. What'degree of Vincible Ignorance is expiable by a General 
Repentance ? For it iscertam that all is not. 
3+ Whether a Revolter from our Communion be capable of 

that degree of Vincible Ignorance which is ſo cxpiable ? ; 

The exact Diſcuſhon of thele things is too large to be inliſted 
on at preſent, and therefore I ſhall only make application to the 
deſign of the Queſtion. I thall therefore ſhew that what Poſibilry 
of Salvation ſoever we may allow to Perſons of the Roman Com- 
mmnton, yet it is no prudent ground to encourage one who is not 
already of it, to revolt to it. To this purpoſe 1 detire it may be 
conhidered, 

I.'-That all the grounds we pretend: to have for our Charity, 
are rather Negative than Pofitive : rather our unſatishedneſs with: 
thoſe Arguments which pretend to prove them atinally damned, 
than any Poſitive Convictions that any of them are aGually ſaved. 

* 2, That our Charitable Preſumptions are principally grounded 
on things impoſſible to be known by Us, ſuch as are the T/nco- 
venanted Mercies-of God, and the poſſibility of Sincerity, and even 
partienlar Explicite Repentance of the Error in the Perſan ; ſo that 
it is very calie for Us tobe miſtaken in our Charity, and we pro-- 
feſſedly chuſe it as a miſtake ( it it ſhould prove one) more par- 
donable than Cenſoriouſneſi. 

3. That 
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3+ That the Caſe, concerning which we Judge Charitably, is 
{o vcry rare and extraordinary, as that no particular Erroneows Per- 
ſon can be very contident that it is her own: Nay, when we ſay, 
that their Errors are of their own Nature deſtructive of Salvati- 
on, and that God has not intcrpoſed any General Ordinary means 
for preventing their proving acually damnative in the Event, it 
will thence follow that there are very juſt tears concerning the 
generality of their Communion, and conſequently many odds 
to one of the miſcarriage of cach particular Perſon, . which the 
Gentlewoman may do wcll to think of ſeriouſly, 

4. That the degree of Penitence which (hall be acceptcd by 
God-ina particular Cale, upon account of his wacovenanted Mere 
cy, is very hard, it not impoſſible, to be known by the Perſon con- 
ccrined 3 lo that even they who {hall enjoy the benefiz of it in the 
other World, yet.may want the comfort of it in this ; and there- 
fore can ground no conhdence inany Prafice undertaken on that 
Suppolition. 

5. That this Security is very much more hazardous, and more 
difficult to be Judged of, in Cale of Vinable, than! of Invincible 
Ipnorance, which has been proved to be generally the condition 
of Perſons concerned in this Enquiry. | 

6, That it is certainly more Jiccult in the Caſe of Revolters, 
than of ſuch who have had their Edxcation in the Roman Commus= 
none | q ide 
 Theſethings Iconccive ſufficient to ſhew that our ackyowledg- 
ment in this affair can afford no ſecurity tor a Revolt, to a Perſon 
who ſeriouſly believes Us, and is deſirous to be Guided, by Us. 
But if we be conlidercd as Adverſaries, and conſequently gur Au- 
thority be conlidered only as cogent againlt our Selves, efpecially 
when taken in conjunction with other things, as they. uſually 
argue the Security of a change trom our Singlarity in Aﬀerting 
the Salvability of our own Communion, and our Agreement even 
with the Komaniſts in owning the Salvability of theirs z whence 
they conclude it ſafer for an Ignorant Perſon to verituxe her Pra- 
Gtice in that way, in the (afety whereot we are all agreed, than 
in that wherein we are ſingulr : In Anſwer hereunto I ſhall, at 
preſent, only propoſe. thele things to the Gentlewomans Con- 
tideration : | 

1, That the unreaſonableneſs of this Argument has been 
ſuiciently ſhown by others ; particularly She may conſult Bi- 
ſhop 
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ſhop Taytor's Letrer, and the Dean of Canterbxry's Sermon, which 
are in Engliſh, and are ſhort and eafie to be underitood by her, 

2, That the Suppoſition it ſelf is falſe here. For they of the 
Roman Communion do as fully own the Poltibility of the Salva- 
tion of particular Perſons in our Communion;as we do in theirs, 
both as to the Principles whence it is deduced, (touching Inin- 
cible Ignorance ) which are grantcd as well by them as by Us.and 
even in expreſs Confethons, when they are pleaſed to ſpeak their 
minds frecly z of which I muſt needs fay, they are in | olicy 
more cautious, for fear of giving Us any encouragement to con- 
tinue in our own Communion. It She doubt of this, She may, 
if She pleaſe, conſult of our Engliſh Authors (for in dealing with 
her I would not willingly quote any others) Mr. Richworth Dia- 
log. t. $. 7. pag. 38. Fa. Paris, 1648. Mr. Creſſy Exomolog. 
Sect. 2, Chap. 50. $.11. pag. 396. Knot in Charity Maintained, 
Part I. Chap. I. g. 3, 4- compared with Mr. Chilingworth's An- 
ſwer, Ib. $.3, 4. 

þ That this Candor of ours, when compared with their reſer- 
vedneſs in ſpeaking their minds in this Caſe, is an Argument of 
our Ingenuity and fiir dealing more than theirs, which is a contt- 
derable Argument of truft to an Ignorant Perſon , who tmds her 
ſelf obliged to trult the Authority of one of Us. | 


(2. 2. Whether they be Idolaters, or No 2 


I Muſt confeſs that I think the true Notion of 1dolatry more diffi- 
cult than is commonly conceived, and to my Underſtanding 
not yet ſufficiently explained. Nor am I willing on this occation 
to engage on that Diſpute, both becauſe it would be too tedious, 
and: becauſe I think moſt of the miſtakes already entertained con- 
cerning it to have been occaſioned by its having been ſtatcd in Diſ- 
putes with a delign on ſome particular Adverſarier. Not intending 
therefore to determine poſtzvely, Whether the Prattices required 
by their Church as Conditions of ber Communion be neceſſarily Idola- 
zroxs ? I (hall only, at preſent, recommend theſe things to a Per- 
fon in the' Gentlewomans Condition, whom I ſuppoſe not {o 
capable of examining the particular merit of the Canſe, and there- 
fore it will be the moſt Prudent courſe for ſuch a one to Judge 
by general Preſumptions. 


1. That their Notions concerning the Saints are GE 


On 1 Cor, 'It. 
15, 
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{ame with thoſe of the later: Heathens of the Primitive times con» 
ccrning their Demons then worſhipped; who yet were as cer- 
tainly guilty of 1dolatry (if the concurrent ſenſe of Primitive Chri- 
ſtianity may be: believed) as thoſe accuſed of it in the Old Teſta- 
ment, concerning whoſe ſenſe we want thoſe Records which 
might fo fully intorm us. For it might have ealily been ſhewn, 
that thoſe Demons were confeſſed to be of an inferior Order, and 
not to require that ſupreme degree of Worſhip proper to the 
Smpreme Being ; nay, that they thought them deputed by the S»- 
* preme Being it («lf to convey his influences to Vs; and our Pray- 
ers to Him. 

2, That if the Heathens (notwithſtanding that their Devoti- 
ons were deligned for good Demons) were yet deluded by Eril 
ones, who were by God permitted to interpole in their ſtead, be- 
cauſe they paid that Relative refpe to Perſons whom he had not 
declared it his pleaſure to have ſo worſhipped, and before Ima- 
ges where they had no ſccurity from any promiſe of God, .that 
none but good Demons (hould preſentiate themſelves z How can 
the Romaniſts be ſecure that they are not the ſame way deluded. ſec- 
ing they have as little Security from God's Word (which is the 
only competent means from whence they can in this Caſe have 
Security) that it is his pleaſure that they ſhould be publickly Invo- 
cated, and that he has given them the Office of conveying his 
Bleſſings to Us, and our Prayers to Him, and that he will per- 
mit none but good Spirits to preſentiate themſelves at their 
Images ? 

2 That if Miracles pretended to be done at ſuch Invocations be 
urged as Arguments that God is pleaſed with them, this was 
pretended by the Heathens too. And it may be, if it were impar- 
tially Enquired into, there would not be greater and better atteſted 
Miracles for Invocation of Saints among, the Romaniſts, than for the 
Invocation of Demons among the Pagans, 

4+ That the ſame Arguments uſed by the Scriptares and Primi- 
tive Chriſtians againſt the Heathen Idolatries, are applied by the Pro- 
zeſtants to the Image-worſhip among the Papilts nw ; and the ſame 
Anſwers given by the Papiſts now, were then alſo inſiſted on by 
the Pagans. 

5s That as theſe are very ſhrewd Suſpicions of the dangerauſ- 
neſs of this Worſhip, ſo this danger is ventured on without the 
leatt neceſſity 3 there being undeniable Security from the Famgtive 

ecords 
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Records and Revelations of Chritianity, that God is pleaſed to 
accept ſuch Prayers as are addreſſed to him through the Inter- 
ceſſion of Chritt alone, fo that there can be no neceflity of ha- 
ving alſo recourſe unto the Saints. 

6, That Image-worſhip is not countenanced by as much as any 
Venerable Authority of truly Primitive Chriſtianity, and that the Se- 
cond Nicene Council that introduced it, was put to very difin- 
genuous Shifts of counterfeit Amtborities for it. 

7. That whatever may be thought of the Worſhip deſigned. 
by the Roman Church , yet even Mr. Thorndike himſelf (with 
whole Authority our Adverſaries principally urge us in this Dif- 
pute) does not deny that Idolatry is practiced by the Ignoranter 
Perſons of that Communion, which the Gentlewoman may juſt- 
ly fear, leſt it ſhould prove her own Caſe. 

8. That the Roman Church her (elf cannot be altogether excu- 
{ed from the Idolatry of her Ignorant Communicants,(ccing (he puts 
unneceſſary Scandals in Ignorant perſons way, and is guilty of 
encouraging their Ignorance and Careleſneſs of Judging in matters 
of Religion, 

9. That the Prafiice of that Communion is generally worſe 
and groſſer than their Principles (as the Gentlewoman may in- 
form her ſelf of, in that impartial account which is given of 
them by Sir Edwyn Sandys in his Speculum Exrope) which yet is 
obſcrved and countenanced by their molt Eminent Guides 3, (0 
that ſuch as She cannot ſecure themſelves from the danger of it. 

10. That the Romiſh Church is by ſo much the more culpable 
in this Particular, becauſe She has not been content only to corn- 
tenance and encourage a Praftice in {0 great danger of proving 
Idolatrows, ſo needleſs in it ſelf, fo deſtitute of all Authority, et- 
ther of Scripture or the Primitive Catholick Church (which yet 
does ſo extremely ſtand in need of Authority ;) but She has alſo 
impoſed it as a Condition of her own Communion (which She calls 
Catholick)) ſo that they who are willing to Believe and Prafiice all 
that was Believed and Pradiiſed in the Primitive Church, muſt now 
be Anathematized and condemned for Hereticks tor refuſing to 
Believe or Prattice any more, or to condemn thoſe as Hereticks 
who do refuſe it, | 


Q. 3+ 
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Q.3.Where was the Church of England before Luther's time. 


HE deſign of asking this Queſtion is certainly to make 

our Confcflion of Novelty (in ſuch Caſes wherein our Ad- 
verſarics preſume our Novelty ſo notorious as that we our Selves 
cannot deny it) an Argument againſt Us ; yct they themſclves 
are concerned in ſome Caſes to deny its cogency. For even they 
cannot deny that the deprivation of the Laity of the uſe of the 
Cup (for Example) has been lately introduced into their Church 
by a publick, Law. If therefore it may appear that owr Church is 
Ancient as to all intents and purpoſes wherein Antiquity may be 
available, but that the Church of Rome is not ſo ; and that in the 
ſenſe wherein the' Church of England has begun fince Lather, there 
is no reaſon to expe that She ſhould have been Ancienter, and 
that the Fuftice of her Cauſe does not require it 3 and that the 
Antiquity upon theſe Suppofitions corfefſedly allowed to the 
Church of Rome is no Argument for the Juſtice of her Cauſe : 
theſe things, I think, will contain a fully fatisfaftory Anſwer to 
the Gentlewomans Queſtion. I ſhall not at: preſent engage on 
an accurate Diſcuſſion of theſe Heads : but ſhall' only ſuggeſt 
fuch ſhoxt Obſervations as may let her ſee how unreaſonable our 
Adverſaries confidence is in this Argument, whercin they do fo 
uſually triumph. Therefore, 

I. Antiquity is indeed neceſſary to be pleaded for Dotiriner, 
ſuch eſpecially as are pretended to belong to the Catbolick, Faith, 
and -which are urged as Conditions of Communion. This is the 
Caſe wherein it is urged by Tertwllizn and Vincentins Lirinenfis in 
their very rational Diſcourſes on this Argument. And for this, 
I think, we may challenge the Church of Rome her ſelf to inſtance 
in one poſitive Dottrine impoſed by us which She her (lf thinks 
not Ancient. I am ſure the Controverſic is ſo ſtated commonly, that 
we are blamed, not for Believing any thing ancient or neceſſary 
which is not, but, for not believing ſome things which She be- 
lieves to be ſo. And if She her felt believe all our Poſrtives, and 
withal believes that nothing is ſo to be believed but what is An- 
cent ; It will clearly follow that She cannot, in conſiſtency with 
her own intercſts, deny the Antiquity of our Poſitive Dofirines. 
But for the other DoGrrines ſuperadded by them, and denied by us, 
which are indeed the txue occaſion of the preſent Divilions of 

hy Com- 
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Communion, we charge them with Innovation, and are* very 
conhdent that they will never be able to prove them, to the (a- 
tisfaftion of any Impartial Perſon, cither from clear Scripture, 
or from genuine Antiquity of the firſt and pureſt Ages, which are 
the way wherein we are willing to undertake the proof of our 
poſitive Dofirines, Nay, their greateſt Champions decline the trial, 
and complain of the defectiveneſs and obſcurity of the Primitive 
Chriſtian Writers, which they would not have reaſon to do it 
they thought them clear on their (ide. 

Theſe things therefore being thus ſuppoſed, That no Doftrines 
onght to be impoſed but what are Ancient 3 That ours are ſo by our 
Adverſaries own Confeſſion, and that our Adverſaries Dofirines are not 
fo 3 and that in Judging this, the private Judgments of particular 
Perſons are to be truſted, as the meaſures of thetr own private Pradtice 
(as it is plain that thoſe Diſcourſes of Tertwllian and Vincentins Liri- 
nenſis are principally deſigned for the fatisfaQion of- particular 
Perſons, which had been impertinent- if the Churches Judgment 
had been thought Credible in her own Caſe, as a Fudg of Contro- 
verſies ; beſides that even now this Argument from Antiquity is 
made uſe of for convincing ſuch as hw, on" unſatished with 
her Authority, and therefore to whom that Authority can be no 
Argument ) which Liberty of Private Judgment is then eſpecially moſt 
fit to be indulged when the diſtance is ſo remote as it is now, when no 
Church has now thoſe Advantages for conveying down Apoftolical Tra- 
dition in a Hiſtorical way as She had then : | heſe things, I fay, be- 
ing thus ſuppoſed, it will follow that we are wrongftully Excom- 
municated, and therefore that we have no reaſon to fear that 
their Cenſures ſhould be confirmed by God. And though I con- 
fels every Error in the Cauſe of the Churches Cenfures will not 
excuſe the Cenſwred Perſon for continuing out of her Communion, 
when the Communion may be recovered by any Swbmiſfion, how 
inconvenient and barſh ſoever, it it be not ſinfel ; yet that is the 
very Caſe here, that we are not only wrongfully Excommunica- 
ted, but the terms propoſed for our reſtitution to Communion 


would be direttly ſinful, as has been ſhewn before, Whence it Vid. QI.Sect. 


will follow that we are excxſable, not only in fuffering our Selves * 
to be caſt ot of their Communion, but alſo in contimang*out of it. 
But becauſe this is not our whole Caſe, who do not only abſtain 
from their Communion, but ſe: xp a Communion of -cur own, 
and maintain an Eccleſiaſtical = Politick, diſtin& from theirs 3 

2 our 
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our defence herein will depend on the Fuftice of the Eccleſiaſtical 
Power of thoſe Perſons who govern our Eccleſiaſtical Aſſemblies. 
And therefore, 
2. All our concernment for Antiquity here will be, that our 

Biſhops derived their power from ſuch as derived theirs with a 
power of communicating, it in a continual Succeſſion from the Apo- 
ftles. And this we do acknowledg true concerning the Popiſh Bi- 
ſhops themſelves, and do derive the validity of our Orders from 
the Antiquity of theirs without any more prejudice to our Caſe 
than the Primitive Catbolicks did ſuffer by acknowledging the va- 
lidity of Baptiſm adminiſixed by Hereticky, For the Smcceſſion of 
their Paſtors is very reconcilable with a ſuppoſed Innovation in 
their DotGrines (and certainly themſelves cannot deny that it is 
{o, whilſt they charge the Orientals with Herefie, whom yet they 
cannot deny to have always maintained as uninterruptcd a Swc- 
ceſſion of Biſhops as themſelves) eſpecially conſidering that the Tn- 
novations Wwe charge them with, of adding falſe and new Articles 
of Faith, not of denying the old ones, do not in the leaſt anter- 
rupt Or invalidate their Succeſſion. || his therefore being ſuppoſed, 
that the fixlt Biſhops of ous Engliſh Reformation received their 
power from ſuch as had derived theirs by an uninterrupted £uc- 
ccſſion from the Apeſtles 3 it will follow that they were valid Bi- 
Shops, and if fo, had the power of keeping Church- Aſſemblies, and 
exerciſing Furiſdiction in them, both for the Government of their 
preſent Charges, and communicating their power to ſuccecding 
Generations. For nothing of this is pretended to exceed the 
power of a valid Biſhop. The charge of Herefie it {elf cannot hin- 
der the validity of their Orders either received or communicated ; 
though it may indeed, in the Judgment of them who believe 
them ſo, render them obnoxious to Canonical Incapacities of exe- 
cuting them, and to Legal Degradations, not from the Charatier, 
but from the afinual Fariſdiftion properly belonging to their Of- 
fice. But to ſuch Canonical Incapacities and Degradations , they 
will not deny even validly-Ordained Perſons thcmielves to be ob- 
noxious, and therefore cannot make that an Argument againſt 
the validity of our Orders. And yet even this Charge of Hereſie 
againſt our Biſhops is not here to be Judged by the pretences of 
our Adverſaries, but by the merit of the Cauſe ; and therefore is 
not to be taken for granted till it be proved, 


* That 


SILLRKS 
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That therefore which is indeed new in the Church of England, 
is, that though her Poſitrve Dotirines and Orders be Ancient.yct the 
Profeſſion of her Negatives, and the open Aſſertion of her Liberty 
from the Encroachmcnts of the Reman Court, and all hcr othcr 
Prattices grounded on theſe Principles, were not avowed by her 
Ecclefialtical Governours for ſeveral Centurics before the Refor- 
mation. And in Anſwer hereunto I ſhall intitt on the Heads alrcady 
intimated. Therefore, 

I. There was no reaſon to expcct that her oppoſition to theſe 
Errors ſhould have bcen Ancienter, though we ſhould ſuppoſe the 
Errors themſelves to have been ſo. For there was no reaſon to 
expect that Errors (hould have been diſcovered tor ſome Ages 
before the Reformation, when there was ſo great a want of that 
kind of Grammatical and Hiſtorical Learning which is only tit to 
qualihe a Pcrſon to Judg of Eccleſiaſtical Tradition ; at leaſt, they 
were not likely to have been diſcovered by ſuch a number as 
had been requiſite to maintain an open oppotition. And it the 
Errors had been diſcovered, yet it was not ecalie to expect (uc- 
ceſs in holding out againſt the Court of Rome, which was then ſo 
very powerful, and there was no reaſon to expect ſuch attempts 
from Prudent Perſons where there was no probability of ſucceſs. 
And there was yet leaſt reaſon of all ro-expect this oppoſition 
from Biſhops then, when no Eiſhops were made without the Popes 
conſent, which he was not likely to give to ſuch as were likely 
to oppoſe him ; when, after they were made, they were obliged 
to be true to Him by expreſs Oaths, aswell as by their Intereſts of 
peaceable continuance, or hopes of future preferment ; when, 
at leaſt, it was impoſſible to reſiſt their Felby Biſhops, the gene- 
rality of whom were, in all likelihood, ſwayed by theſe Preju- 
dices ; when they had ſeen mighty Princes themſelves worſted in: 
thoſe Conteſts, and the extreme Severity of that Court againſt 
Diſſentersz when, laſtly, differing trom the Church of Rome 1n. 
any thing was counted Herefie, and Herefie was proſecuted with 
the extremeſt Infamy (which muſt needs weaken the Authority. 
of thoſe Oppoſers with others) as well as other Penalties of the 
Canon Law. Nor, . 

2, Does the Juſtice of our Cauſe require a-greater Antiquity for 
our Negatives : For, : 

I, Qur Negatives are not pretended to be'ot perpetual obligati- 

on, but only for preventing the maliguity of the m_— 
rma-- 
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our defence herein will depend on the Fuſtice of the Eccleſiaſtical 
Power of thoſe Perſons who govern vur Eccleſiaſtical Aſſemblies. 
And therctore, 

2. All our concernment for Antiquity here will be, that our 
Biſhops derived their power from ſuch as derived theirs with a 
power of communicating it in a continual Seceſſion from the Apo- 
/tles. And this we do acknowledg true concerning the Popiſh Bi- 
ſhops themſelves, and do derive the validity of our Orders from 
the Antiquity of theirs without any more prejudice to our Cauſe 
than the Primitive Catbolicks did ſuffer by acknowledging the va- 
lidity of Baptiſm adminiſixed by Hereticks, For the Succeſſion of 
| their Paſtors is very reconcilable with a ſuppoſed Innovation in 
their Dofirines (and certainly themſelves cannot deny that it is 
ſo,- whilſt they charge the Orientals with Herefie, whom yet they 
cannot deny to have always maintained as uninterrupted a Swc- 
ceſſion of Biſhops as themſelves) eſpecially conſidering that the Tn- 
novations we charge them with, of adding falſe and new Articles 
of Faith, not of denying the old ones, do not in the lealt anter- 
rupt Or invalidate their Succeſſion. 1 his therefore being ſuppoſed, 
that the fizit Biſhops of ous Engliſh Reformation reccived their 
power from ſuch as had derived theirs by an uninterrupted £uc- 
ceſſion from the Apeſtles ; it will follow that they were valid Bi- 
ſhops, and if ſo, had the power of keeping Church-Aſſemblies, and 
exerciling Furiſdiciion in them, both for the Government of their 
preſent Charges, and communicating their power to ſuccecding 
Generations. For nothing of this is pretended to exceed the 
power of a valid Biſhop. The charge of Herefie it {elf cannot hin- 
der the validity of their Orders either received or communicated ; 
though it may indeed, in the Judgment of them who belicve 
them ſo, render them obnoxious to Canonical Incapacities of exe- 
cuting them, and to Legal Degradations, not from the Charatier, 
but from the adinal Fariſdiftion properly belonging to their Of- 
fice. But to ſuch Canonical Incapacities and Degradations , they 
will not deny even validly-Ordained Perſons themſelves to be ob- 
noxious, and therefore cannot make that an Argument againſt 
the validity of our Orders. And yet even this Charge of Hereſie 
againſt our Biſhops is not here to be Judged by the pretences of 
our Adverſaries, but by the merit of the Cauſe ; and therefore is 

not to be taken for granted till it be proved. 


* That 
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That therefore which is indeed new in the Church of England, 
is, that though her Poſitive Dotirines and Orders be Ancient.yct the 
Profeſſion ot her Negatives, and the open Afſertion of her Liberty 
from the Encroachmcnts of the Reman Court, and all her othcr 
Prattices grounded on theſe Principles, were not avowed by her 
Ecclefialtical Governours for ſeveral Centurics before the Refir- 
mation. And in Anſwer hereunto I ſhall intitt on the Heads alrcady 
intimated. Therefore, 

I. There was no reaſon to expcct that her oppoſition to theſe 
Errors ſhould have been Ancienter, though we ſhould ſuppoſe the 
Errors themſelves to have been ſo. For there was no reaſon to 
expect that Errors (ſhould have been diſcovered tor {ome Ages 
betore the Reformation, when there was ſo great a want of that 
kind of Grammatical and Hiſtorical Learning which is only fit to 
qualihe a Pcrſon to Jud of Eccleſiaſtical Tradition ;, at leaſt, they 
were not likely to have been diſcovered by ſuch a number as 
had been requiſite to maintain an open oppotition. And it the 
Errors had been diſcovered, yet it was not ealie to expect ſuc- 
ceſs in holding out againſt the Cort of Rome, which was then fo 
very powerful, and there was no reaſon to expe ſuch attempts 
from Prudent Perſons where there was no probability of ſucceſs. 
And there was yet leaſt rcaſon of all ro _ this oppoſition 
from Biſhops then, when no = were made without the Popes 
conſent, which he was not likely to give to ſuch as were likely 
to oppoſe him ; when, after they were made, they were obliged 
to be true to Him by expreſs Oaths, asawell as by their Intereſts of 
peaceable continuance, or hopes of future preferment ; when, 
at leaſt, it was impoſſible to reſiſt their Felby Biſhops, the gene- 
rality of whom were, in all likelihood, ſwayed by theſe Preju- 
dices ;z when they had ſeen mighty Prtces themſelves worſted in: 
thoſe Conteſts, and the extreme Severity of that Court againſt 
Diſſentersz when, laftly, differing trom the Church of Rome in. 
any thing was counted Herefie, and Herefie was proſecuted with 
the extremeſt Infamy (which muſt needs weaken the Authority. 
of thoſe Oppoſers with others) as well as other Penalties of the 
Canon Law. Nor, . 

2, Does the Juſtice of our Cauſe require a-greater Antiquity for 
our Negatives : For, 

I, Our Negatives are not pretended to be'ot perpetual obligatt- 

on, but only for preventing the malignity of the contrary. 
Affirma-- 
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Affirmative Articles to which they are oppoſed. And: there- 
fore there is no reaſon to expect Formal Negatives oppoſed 
to Additional Articles from the beginning, betore the Addi- 
tional Articles themſclves were thought of ; nor to expe 
a Keformation of Abuſes before there were Abuſes to be Re- 
formed, ſeeing that in courſe of Nature thele Negatives pre- 
ſuppoſe the contrary Affirmatives, as a pretence of Reforma- 
thn mult alſo preſuppoſe Abuſes. And therefore the pre- 
tence of the greater Antiquity of our Adverlaries Errors and 
Abuſes is (o far from prejudicing the reputation of our Ne- 
gatives and Reformation, as that it is indeed the beſt Argu- 
ment of their Fuſtice and Seaſonableneſs. For ſuch Negatives 
as theſe, and fuch a Reformation, muſt needs have been un- 
warrantable , if there had not been before Errors fit to be 
denied, and Abuſes tit to be reformed. Nor, 

» Is it any Prejudice to the Fuftice of our Canſe, that theſe 
Errors were not oppoſed with formal Negatives as ſoon as 
they appeared. For ſuch Errors as theſe were uſually firſt 
received as the Opinions of private Perſons before they were 
countenanced by Amthority; and whilſt they proceeded no 
further, there was not that miſchief in them, nor conſe- 

uently that obligation to oppoſe them, as when at length 
they came to be ſo countenanced. For the Errors of Pri- 
vate Perſons, whilſt they are no more, are not conceived ſo 
to oblige us to be of their mind, as that our ſilence ſhould 
in any Prudence be expounded as an Argument of our 
conſent ; and conſequently cannot be ſuch a provocation to 
us to oppoſe them openly in our own Detence. Nor, 

3. Is it neceſſary to expe that there ſhould have been an 
open oppolition of they, even as ſoon as countenanced by 
Authority. Fox if even in the reproof of the miſcarriages of 
private Perſons, Chriſtianity obliges us to proceed with all 
poſſible candor and modeſty ; we are certainly much rather 
obliged to proceed fo in dealing with Perſons of Awthority. 
We ſhould give them time to refle&, and we ſhould bear 
with any Perſonal inconveniences that are not directly fin- 
ful ; rather than occaſion thoſe diſturbances which are uſu- 
ally to be expcRed from a publick oppoſition of them. 
Nor is thjs forbearance more agreeable to reaſon, than to 
tlic ſentiments -of thole Ages who were generally poſſeſſed 

with 
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with an exceſſive veneration for Awthority, eſpecially Eccle- 
fiaſtical 3 ſo that there is reaſon to believe that they would 


bear with ſuch Errors as long as the Abaſes were'tolerable, 
however otherwiſe inconvenient. 


4+ Therefore that which makes theſe Errors intolerable to pri- 


vate Perſons in dealing with Authority (for of ſuch I ſpeak) 
is the impoſing and wrging them as Conditions of Communion. 
And this might have been ſhewn to have been late, not 
before their Errors were defined and impoſed in their Councils. 
And therefore it was but lately that any publick oppolition 
was to be expected, even from them who were in their 
Conſciences perſwaded that our Adverſaries Doctrines 
were Erroneous. * And, | 


» When they were thus impoſed, yet even then private Perſons 


were concerned, in Conſcience as well as Prudence, to forbear 
an open oppoſition, when there were no hopes of doing 
good, nay too probable fears of prejudicing their Cauſe by 
it for the future: when upon their oppolition, they mutt 
have expeQted to have been condemned ; when being con- 
demned, they were to be caſt out of Communion ; when 
being Excommunicated for ſuch a Cauſe , others would 
have been deterred by their Example, and their credit mult 
have becn impaired by the Infamy incurred by the Canon- 
Law then in force, and their very condemnation would for 
the future mightily prejudice Mens minds againſt the like 
attempts, when none conld revive the like true Doctrine 
without the diſrepute of being ſuppoſed to revive an anci- 
ently-condemned Herefie ; and when there were no hopes 
of being able to preſerve themſelves in oppoſite Aſſemblies 
without Biſhops to Head them, without whom they could 
not maintain a Swcreſſion of Prieſts, nor conſequently of $4- 
craments, and the like employments and advantages of Ec- 
clefiaſtical Aſſemblies ; and when no Biſhops were likely to 
countenance fuch a delign, whilſt they were held in ſuch 
captivity to the Court of Rome by Oaths as well as their. 
other Worldly Intereſts, and when no Pcrions cf a free in- 
genuous temper were likely to attain the honour of 


Epiſcapacy. 


Theſe Reaſons, with a very eafie Application, may ſuffce to 
ſhew that in an ordinary way there was no reaſon to expect the 


Retormas-: 
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Reformation ſooner than it was. And that there was no neceſſt- 


ty ſufficient to oblige God to interpoſe to raiſe Men up to it Ex- 


traordinarily, will appear if it be conſidered, 


6, That it is not every neceſſity of the Church that can oblige 
God to uſe ſuch Extraordinary means, but only ſuch a necel- 
lity as muſt have deſtroyed a Church from the Earth, that 
is, ſuch a Society of Men wherein Salvaticn might be at- 
tained by the ordinary Preſcriptions of the Goſpel. Now the 
prevalency of theſe Errors docs not oblige us to acknow- 
ledg that ſuch a Church as this muſi have failed even in 
thoſe Ages wherein theſe Errors are ſuppoſed to have pre- 
vailed for'fome Centuries before the Reformation : For, 

1. Though the Occidental Church had failed, yet Chriſt might 
have had ſuch a Church among the ſeveral Communions of 
the Orientals. And I know no greater inconvenience, in this 
regard, in admitting the faileur of the Occidental Church, 
than what our Adverſarics themſelves are obnoxious to, in 
admitting the like defeion in the Oriental. 

2. The prevailing of theſe Errors does not oblige us to deny 
an ordinary poſſibility of Salvation according to the Pr 2{cripti- 
ons of the Goſpel, even in the Church of Rome it ſelf in thoſe 
Centuries before the Reformation : For, 

1. We do not deny all Neceſſaries to Salvation, even according 
to the ordinary Preſcriptions of the Goſpel,to have becn taught 
even then in the Church of Rome. The Errors we. charge 
them with, are not of Defef?, but Adding to the Original 
Articles of Faith. And therefore, 

2. If it may appear that the fin of Adding to the Faith was not 
(to.ſuch as were no farther acceſſary to it than by continu- 
ing in the Communion of ſuch as were really guilty of it) 
ſo imputable ordinarily as to hinder the Salvation of ſuch as 
were not otherwiſe wanting to themſelves in their own 
Endeavours 3 or at leaſt not in ſuch a degree as to oblige 
God to interpoſe in an Extraordinary way for its Ordinary 
prevention : this will be ſufficient to ſhew that (ſuppoling 
thoſe Errors ſo dangerous as we do indeed ſuppoſe them, 
yet) God was not obliged to raiſe up, and maintain a Com- 
mmunion in oppoſition to them tor preventing the failing of 
{uch a Chwrch as I have ſpoken of, even in theſe Weſtern 
Parts. And that this was ſo , may appear from thele Con- 
liderations ; 1, That 


VIEIM 


7.4% dnfrer 10-Six Quedices, tc: 


1, That that skill in Eccleſiaftical Learning, by which our firſt 


Reformers were enabled to diſcover thele Errors, was ge- . 


nerally wanting in the before the Reformation, which 
might -make their miſtakes then much more pardonable 
than now. I 
2, That the great miſchief of theſe Errors is, not ſo much the 
believing more for matters of Faith than really was ſo, as 
the michlovons Conſequence of doing (o, the Diviſions of 
the Church neceſſarily following hereupon, the condemning of 
good Catholicks for Hereticks and ——— and excluding 
them from Communion, and hereby making the Peace of Chri- 
ftendom impoſſible on any juſt and tolerable terms, and Abu- 
ſes impoſſible to be Reformed. Which was not fo imputable 
in thoſe Ages when there, was no viſible Commuenion to be 
condemned by joyning with that of Rome; for as for the 
even unjuſt Excommunication of particular . Perſons, Provi- 
dence is not ſo concerned as to interpoſe Extraordinarily for 
their Prevention. This I ſay on Suppolition that the Walden- 
ſes and Alblgenſes, &c. were ſuch as our Adverſarics repre- 
| ſent them. If, they were otherwiſe, then among them there 
;- , Was a Smcceſſion, for ſo long, of Churches holding our Do- 
Qrines before Luther. 
3+ The Prudential Reaſons now given might then generally 
excule private Perſons, and all ſuch as were not acceſſary to 
. the guilt of introducing thoſe Errors (who were much the 
« greater Part, and it is only-for the greater Part that Provi- 
dence is neceſſarily concerned) from the guilt of not pub- 
lickly Reforming them. Yet even they are not ſo Exculablc 
now, when the power of the Pope is ſo much decried, and 
there are ſo many Churches and Church-Governonrs, under 
whoſe Prote&ion they may put themſelves, and with whoſe 
Communion they may joyn, in oppoſition to them. 


3- The Antiquity allowed totheir Errors on this Suppoſition is 

- not ſufficient to juſtifie their Cauſe, For, 
1. This Antiquity is not Primitive, but only of ſome later Ig- 
norant Ages. And the Unreaſonablenels of, preſurging Dottrines 
- to have been Primntive- only, becauſe they were aCtually found 
: embraced by the Church in later Ages, and of Preſcribing on that 
account againſt a new —_— of them by immediate wy. 
courle 
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courſe to-the Originals, might have been ſhewn from the F- 
*bo-r 23 well as from the Proteſtants. 

'2 The © Artiqity of "thoſe Notions of theirs, whereby they 
confine the Cithvlick Church to that part of 'it in the Rowiitn Conr- 
munion (which might have been proved Fundamental to all theis 
other'Dodtrines, as'they are made Articles of Faith and Con- 
ditions of Communion ) is contradited by the Ovientel Churches 
generally, who are as ancient, and of #s Unqueſtionable a Succeſ- 

fon, as the"Chitrch of Rume her (elf; arid as imoient in'teathing the 
'contrary. , SG 38 * = 


- 


2. The-utrhoſt Antiquity which we allow for theit utwarran- 
with DottFines, is not {6 great as muſt be acknowledped (by all 
that will Judg candidly) for ſeveral, which on all fides are ac- 
knowledged to be Heretical, 1 do not only mean thoſe of the 
- Artans, bat alfo of thoſe great 'Bdditcs off the Oriental Hiſtorians 
and Enty:bians, continuing t6 this day divided"'from th& Roman 
'Charch ; efpecially if they be really-guilty of thoſe Herefier which 
are charged on them; and they mult by Romaniſfts be held guilty 
of fome; for Juſtifying their-own PraQtice of condemning them. 

- ' 4. Some of their preferit Decrees (particularly thole-concern- 
ins the adthiffion of the'2p Books intO'rhe Canon 4nd re- 
ceiving Unwritten Traditions with Equal Reverence with 'the Writ- 
"ten Word of God) V'dotrbt are 'notimore ancitmlynnpoftd; as Con- 
ditions of Cithvlick, Commitnion, then the" Council of Trent it (elf, 
-which was fince Titber. And-both of theſe are very-confiderable, 
and chit the tter- is very Flindamerital to-many of theix 
other Dienes,! 37) 1 1h (ont ora vice oo 22h 
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FT Prefume the deſign of or Queen is not ſo much a Curioſity 
| Ba be informed, ' eitheriof the” Poliick Reaſons Which in the 
Courſe of Second Cauſes might have an Influence on thole Diviti- 
ons which were occaſioned by the Reformation 3 or of thoſe that 
- "might move God to permit Second Canſes toiadt according to their 
+ Natural -Inclination, 'without the Interpolition of any Extraorde- 


+ - Fary reſtraint :' but only 'to lay hold'on that:Alvantage fromour 


._ackiwledged Dwifioms, which they-may- ſeem to atford to the 
G 7 Pre- 


4b tiſmerto Six" Queries,\&c. 
Prejudice of 6ur'common Caxſe; I ſhall therefore at preſent @1- 
ly propoſe ſuch.things to the Gentlewomans Conſideration, as 
way let her underſtand the weakneſs of this Argument (how Po- 
pular focver) when-they conchade us'either miffaken our Selves, 
or, at leaſt, urfit to Guide others'm the General Reformation ; be- 
cauſe we are not all:agrced in all the Particxlars. | 

To this purpoſe it will be at preſent ſuffcient to inſiſt on two 
things: 1. - That there is' no reaſon why -the - Romenifts ſhould 
upbraid Us with this Argument; and that it is their Intereſt, as 
well-as onrs,; to. Anſwer it! 2. That the Argument-it ſcH.is of 
no force as it is uſed by 'them againſt us; ; ER 20401 

I. There is no Reaſon why the Romanifts ſhould upbraid Us with 

—_ Argument, and they, as well as we, are obliged to Anſwer tt. 
or, ; ball oo 

I. This very Argument was by the Primitive; Heathens made 
uſe of againſt Chriſtianity in General,as- it isnow againſt Us ; and 
our Adverſaries would do well to conſider,” whether the ſane 
Anſwers pleadable by themſelves now in behalf of thoſe Chriſti- 
ans, and actually pleaded by the Apologifts then, benot as plead- 
able for Us now. .Nay, this mukitude of Sefts im Chriſtianity is 
even naw the great. Argument of-Irreligious Petſons -againft the 
Truth of Religion ; I cannot believe that' any Pioully-diſpo- 
ſed Perſon among them, can'be pleaſed -to allow the Argument 
to be of any force in cither Cafe, rather than 'want-an'Argy- 
mort ogain Us. Yet I believe they will never be able to ſhew 
any Diſpeiegatib [5/10 toct [0 ny (Ie t 2% 1D LETT CL) 
; 2+ 1It chey ea; dot-of Dayding Prixciptes) but'of ata] Divi- 
fong, they, \as walk as: wez.Haveifuch among themſelves. "They 
have Pavifions betwixt:the I/b Renonftranth amd Anti-Remonſtrants, 
Molinifty and. Janſeuftr, as well 38 - Thomifts-and 'Scotiffs, and Fe 
ſaites, ſome. of which Parties: are Divided as';well in Communion as 
in Opiniens., If they fay that” theſe: Divitions are not the faults of 
theix Opinions, but:the particular perverfity” of Perſons ,- who 
will not Rick to thoſe Prineiples which might; keep them Vaited; 
when their Intereſt inclines 'them 'otherwyſe : the ſame will be 
pretended by every Dividing Party. If they think it Injurious 
that theix whole Communion thould be charged with the miſdemea- 
nors of Perſons condemned by it > We all of 'Us plead the' fame; 
for there is no Party. that does. not condemn all-othets in thoſe 
things wherein they Divide from O_ 14 94 Thats y” 

2 3. 
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3- If they think our Differences concerning the Particulars we 
would have Reformed, an Argument that the' whole deſign of a 
Reformation is, in it- {elf Suſpicious and Uncertain ; let themcon- 
fider what themſelves do or can ſay, when they are, in the like 
way of Arguing, -urged by Us with the ſeveral Opinions'con- 
cerning the Seat of Jafallbilty ; whence our Authors conclude 
the Uncertainty -of the 'thing it ſelf. It might eaſily have been 
ſhewn, upon this and the like Occaltons, how they do, and-are 
obliged to,' acknowledg,the Unreaſonableneſs of this way of Ar- 
guing. But-the deſigned Brevity of my preſent Employment on- 
Iy permits me to point at-the Heads of what might be ſaid, not to 
enlarge on the Particulars. : 

4. It might have been ſhewn that theſe Differences amon 
them concerning the Judg of Controverlies, tend Naturally, ms 
by due Rational Conſequence, to the difſolution of their Communion, 
3 Charge which we think cannot be proved againſt that which 
we believe the Right Communion. 

' 2, Therefoxe, to ſhew diretily the weakneſs of this Argument, Let 

it be conſidered, 

;. 1+ That whatever Differences they upbraid us with, - yet they 
can never prove; thatthey folldw-by-auy Natzral and Rational Con- 
Jequetice, from: the Geheral Principles: off the Reformation, though 
poſſibly they way indeed have been. occafuoned by that Liberty of 
Spirit which-was abſolutely requiſite for undertaking a defign 
fuch a [Nature 3 as it mult on all fides be acknowledged 
poſſible that things really good may notwithſtanding” prove oecg- 
ſions of. Evil. And how. very :Unjuſt and Unreafoable (it is to 
charge Perſanal-Faxlogmpon Deſigns (that 4s in this Caſe the faults 
of Keformerg upon the Reformation) all; even the 'Romanifts them. 
ſelves, will acknowledg, in Caſes whercin they are diſintereſſed, 

2. That, this being Suppoſed, all that they can conclude from 
theſe Dirifions of the Reformers,' is,only,, that no one Communion 
of the Reformeys hag that.advantage over the: rett as that, Ante- 
cedently to all Enquiry anto the merit of the Cauſe, its Word is 
tit to be truſted as a Guide.in Controverſies, to aſſure any of its 
own Truth, and of the Error of all differing from it. This, if the 
Gentlewoman will obſerve, ſhe will find that their Arguments 
from this and the like Topicks,) only aim at..: For becauſe they 
challenge ſuch a Priviledg themſclves,they fancy Us to do (o too; 
and that our delign is not to overthrow a Fudg of Controverſies, but 


only 
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only to tranſlate that Title from the Pope to Lather, or ſome others 
of our eminent Reformers, which is far from our deſign. But this 
difference in Opinion does not in the leaſt prove, but that, upon a 
r_ Enquiry into the merit of the Cauſe, one Party may 

found to have the advantage of the other, which is all that 
we pretend to, 

3. That this difference of the ſeveral Parties of the Reformation 

in other things, is rather a very ſtrong, Preſumption (tor an Igno- 
zant Perſon who mult conduct her felt by Preſumptions) that there: 
is great reaſon for thoſe things wherein they are all agreed, and: : 
indeed is a greater Argument for the Credibility of the Reforma- 
' tion in general, than for that of the Roman Communion. Fox to a 
diſ-intereſſed Perſon the Agreement of thoſe is a more valuable 
Argument for the Truth of what they ſay, who:feem mok of all 
ated by :the merit of the things, and: leaſt of all influenced by 
the Opinions and Amthorities of a few ; and there can hardly be 
conceived a more conſiderable Argument of their freedom in Fudg- 
ment, than their atiual difference in other things. What therefore 
the Proteſtants are agreed in,ſcems more likely to be the real ſenſe 
of all thatare ſo agreed upon an Impartial Enquiry 3 whereas 
the .Romaniſts are generally-Influeyced by a few of the Coxrs of 
Rome, to: whom the reſt do generally conceive. themſelves obli- 
ged in Conſcience to conform. And this advantage of the diffe- 
rences Of Proteſtants for recommending their Credibility in other 
things, above that of their Adverſaries, to the Truſt of an Ipnc- 
rant Perſon,vzilt appear'the more remarkable; it it be confidered, 

4. That they are not only agreed in general in the fitneſs of a Re- 
formation;but-alſo in moſt of the Particulars to be Reformed.Indeed if 
they were only agreed in general,that it were tit aReformationſhould 
be, but agreed in no Particulars ; it might ſeem too probable a 
Suſpicion, that it was not Trath, but Faftion, and the diftarbance 
of the Pablick , that was their common deſign. But that is far 
from being the Caſe here, 

5. The Diviſions of the Proteſtants in Doftrine are not ſo irrecon+ 
cileable as they may ſeem. The Harmony of Confeſſions ſhews them 
agreed.in the Principal. As for the others, it is plain that: our 
Chmrch of England does not think them worth contending tor, 
whilſt ſhe admits the ſeveral Parties into her Communion; and 
if other Proteftants think otherwiſe, yet She is not Reſponhble 


for them, becauſe She is not of their mind, The moſt pernici- 
ous 
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ous Principles of all, which moſt Naturally tend to Divifion, and 
which make the differences reſulting from them moſt impoſſible 
to be reconciled; are the differences concerning, Church-Govern= 
ment 3 and in that our Chxrch has Innovated nothing thatſhould 
cauſe any. breach, even from the Roman,much leſs from any other 
part of the Catholick, Church. And moſt of their other Differences 
are no longer Irreconcilable than the Perſons are likely to continue 
averſe to Reconciliation z but theſe Differences about Chureb-Govern- 
ment are ſo derived from the. natzre- of the Things, 2s that they 
may Cauſe Diviſion among Perſons otherwiſe well meaning, and 
of a Peaceable Difpolition. | | 
6. This Argument from the Diz:fions of Proteſtants, is princi- 
pally proper for ſuch as are not actually engaged in any particular 
Communion of thtm;' and even. to. them -ought to have no more 
force than that of a Pradent Preſumption, till the. Perſon {o Pre- 
ſuming might have leiſure to examine Particulars. But that ſeems 
not to be the Gentlewomans Caſe whomT ſuppoſe to have been 
hitherto educated in the Church. of England, and to have had ſufhi- 
© cient opportunities:of Informing her (elf concerning us. For ſuch 
a one it would ſure be ſufficient that owr Church is no way guilty of 
theſe Diviſions, ' whatſoever may be the Caſe of other Proteſtants. 


Q 5. +4 the Church of England doth not hold up to 

Conte jon, Faſting-days, Holy Oyl, | which we our 

 Selves commend 2 | | 
T is a miſtake that the @xeftronift does ſuppoſe; Us to- commend 
Holy Oyl. | | 11-412 12s 361 <1 

Ger 45 ul think all-the Inſtances here mentioned lawful and 
indifferent,, and {o to be as obnoxious to the Pradence of particu- 
lar Charch-Governonrs , . as other things of that nature axe by all 
acknowledged to be ; and we ſhall conceive our Selves ſecure” 
of the Gentlewomans Communion, if She will not alter till 'our 
Adverſaries prove them neceſſary Antecedently to Church Autho- 
rity, which is more than they will as much as pretend to, at leaſt, 
concerning ſome of them. 

:i/Theſe things therefore being thus ſuppoſed, I ſhall propoſe 
two'things to the Gentlewomans Contideration: 1. That ſuppo- 
ting We were to blame in omitting them,yet this were no ground 
for Her to leave our. Communion : 2. Thatas far as they are not 
impoſed by aur Church, there was reaſon for them not impoling 

them. I. Sup- 


the dnſwer to Six*Dueries, Occ. 
1,5 that we were indeed to blame in omitting theſe Feeleſiaftical 
ervahees, yet this wonld be no fuffictent ground to excuſe the Gentle- 
- woman for leaving oa Communion. For; - © © 26144 
:U''2, No Indifferent ike roy imprudent Or -inexPedrent ſoever Tand that 
is he higheſt Charge that tht Churches miltike na matter of this na- 
ture, is chargeable withal, 4s long as the Object is ſupoſed of itsown 
nature Tndifferent) as long as it is not finfol (and certainly it can be no 
" Simto fubmit for Peace's* fake to an impradent Conſtitmtion) can excule'a 
departate from a Communion that 18 in. other- regards aflowable. 
2.\'Whatevera Separatiori on this account might be ir+ others, yet 3t 
+5 tefs exeuſebſe in Subjtr; whio are no way Reſponſible for as much 
as the Imprudences of ſuch Conſiitutions, and who are certainly-bound 
to bear with all tolerable frailties of their lawful -Governours, and 
who are hot indeed fo wett-qualiked for Judging concerning them, 
'#9 heither being {o'well.8Filled in Pohticks gontrally,nor being-made 
acquainted with the ſecret Reaſons of fuch Conſtitutions, which 
might make that, which: without them might ſeem (ixange, appear 
highly commendable wherr confidered with them, | 
3» The Gentlewomans Sex, and poſhbly her particular Condition, 
may not have thoſe Advantages which many others (though Subjects 
- alſo) have for Judging concerning them. * © | | 
- Theſe Arguments-are'fo agreeable: to the Principles of our Adver- 
farics themſelves, as that they frequently make'ufe of them for retain- 
ing Perſons in their own Communion. Which the Gentlewoman may 
be pleaſed to take notice of, if any ofher Temptersfhould Quettion them 
here, where they are differviceable to their Intereſts. But farther, 
4+ Abuſes in Governoyrr acknowledging, themſelves Faliible (tho they 
be ſuppoſed indeed to be Abyſes) arermnch more tolerable than in thoſe 
who do not; ſeeing there may be hopes that Governours,acknowledg- 
ing themſelves Falible, may in time be better informed, and 'may then 
themſelves reform what is amils, without the compullion of their Sub- 
jets ;; which cannever betxpetted from {ach as pretend to be Infallible. 
5. If Abuſes of this Nature be conceived 4 ſufficient Reaſontor lea- 
-ving, a Communion wherein we are already; -miuch moreare they ſufh- 
cient for hindringour acceſs to another, wherein as yet we are not. So 
that this ſatne Reaſon, if it ſhould make her deſert the Communion 
- of the Church of England,would allo binder her joyning in that of Rome, 
in which the moſi-Judicious and Candid Perforis of that Communion 
- will zeknowledg 4byfer of the like nature. 
' 2, As far as theſe Omiſſions are countenanceed by our Church, 4bere is 
reaſon for its 
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ous Principles of all, which moſt Naturally tend to Divifior, and. 
which make the differences reſulting from them moſt-impoſhble 
to be reconciled; are the differences concerning, Church-Govern« 
ment z and in that our Chrch has Innovated nothing thatſhould 
cauſe any. breach, even from the Roman,much leſs from any other 
part of the Catholick Church. And moſt of their other Differences 
are no longer Irreconcilable than the Perſons ar likely to continue 
averſe to Reconciliation z but theſe Drfferences abut Chureb-Governe 
ment are ſo derived from the. natzre of the Things,. 2s that they 
may Cauſe Diviſion among Perſons otherwiſe well meaning, and 
of a Peaccable Diſpoſition. | 
6, This Argument from the Dizrſions of Proteſtants, is princi- 
pally proper for ſuch as are not actually engaged in any particular 
Communion of thtm;' and even;to: them ought to have no more 
force than that of a Praudent Preſumption, till the. Perſon {o Pre- 
ſuming might have leiſure to examine Particulars.. But that feems 
not to be the Gentlewomans Caſe whomlT ſuppoſe to have been 
hitherto educated in the Chwrch of England, and to have had ſuſh- 
© cient dpportunities:of Informing, her ſelf concerning us. For ſuch 
a one it would ſure be ſufficient that owr Chureb is no way guilty of 
theſe Diviſions, : whatſoever may be the Caſe of other Proteſtants. 


Qs. "2 the-Charch of England doth not hold up to 
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Gar 45a think all the Inſtances here mentioned {awful.and 
indifferent, and {o to be as obnoxious to the Pradence of particu- 
lar Chareh-Governoxrs , . as other things of that nature axe by all 
acknowledged tobe 3 and we ſhall conceive our Selves ſecure” 
of the Gentlewomans' Communion. if She will not alter till 'our 

Adverſaries prove them neceſſary Antecedently to Church Autbo- 

rity, which is more than they will as much as pretend to, at leaſt, 

concerning, ſome of them. 

:i/Theſe things therefore being thus ſuppoſed, I ſhall propoſe 
two'things to the Gentlewomans Contideration: 1, That ſuppo- - 
ling We were to blame in omitting them,yet this were no ground 
for Her to leave our. Communion : 2. Thatas far as they are not 
impoſed by aur Church, there was reaſon for them not impoſing 

them. I. Sup- 
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1. Snppoſing that we were indeed to blame in omitting theſe Fcelefiaftical 

ervances, yet this wonld be no faeſictent: ground to excuſe the Gentle 

' woman for leaving our Communion. For; ; 

5 4, No Indifferent thing,how imprudent or -inexpeilient ſocver Tand that 
is the higheſt Charge that the Churches miltake ina matter of this na- 
ture; is chargeable withal, 4s long as the Object is ſupoſed of itsown 
mature Indifferent ) as long, as it is not finful (and certainly it can be no 
" Sin to ſubmit for Peace's* fake to an impriederit Conjtitmtion) can excuſe'a 
departate from a Communion that 18 in. other- regards aſlowable. 
2.\'Whatevera Separation on this account might be if> others, yet it 
is lefs excuſable in Subjttr; who are no way Relponſible for as much 
as the Imprudences of ſuch Conſiitutions, and who are certainly bound 
to bear with all tolerable fFrailkties of their lawfal Governouts, and 
who-are ot indeed fo weft qualiked for Judging concerning them, 
'x9 neither being {0'well.gFilled #n Politicks gentrally,nor bang made 
acquainted with "the ſecret Reaſons of fuch Conſtitutions; which 
might-make chat, which: withont'them 'mighe ſeem fixange, appear 
highly commendable wherr confidered with them, 

3» The Gentlewomans Sex, and poſhbly her particular Condition, 

may- not have thoſe Advantages which many others (though Subjects 
- alſo) have for Judging concerning them. © 
- Theſe Arguments-are'fo agreeable-to the Principles of our Adver- 
farics themſelves, as that they frequently make uſe of them fot retain- 
ing Perſons in thgir own Communion. Which the Gentlewoman may 
be pleaſed to take notice of, if any ofher Temptersſhould Quettion them. 
here, where they are differviceable to their Intereſts. But farther, 

4. Abuſes in Governouer acknowledging themlielves Fallible (tho they 
be ſuppoſed indeed to be Abufes) are:mnch more tolerable than in thoſe 
who do not; ſeeing there may be hopes that Governours,acknowledg- 
ing themſelves Falltble, may in time be better informed, and'may then 
themſelves reform what” is amils, without the compullion of their Sub- 
jets 3' which cannever beexpetted from {ach as pretend tobe Infalible. 

5. If Abuſes of this Nature be conceived 4 futhcient Reaſontor lea- 

'ving a' Communion wherein we arc already; much moreare they ſufh- 
cient for hindringour acceſs to another, wherein as yet weare not. So 
that this ſatne Reaſon, if it ſhould make her deſert the Communion 

- of the Church of England,would alſo binder her joyning in that of Rome, 
in whick the tnoſi-Judicious and Candid Perfors of that Communion 

will zecknowledg 4byfer of the like'nature. 
' 2. As fat as theſe Omiſſions are countenanceed by owr Church, 4bere is 


reaſon for its 
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I lay {as far as they are countenanced by oxr Church] and therefore the 
reaſon 1 ſhall give for ſuch Omiſſions ſhall be as they are conſidered 
under that Notion : 1. Therefore, for Faſting Days, I think they 
are impoſed with the ſame deGgn of Religion in our Church as in that 
of Rome (for that account of 7ejunixe Ceoilianum, which is given by 
ſome,is not taken for the true ſenle of our Church by her moſt genuine 
Sons) and that our Church is conceived to have as much Authority to 
oblige her Subje&s in Impoſitions of that Nature, fo that I cannot * 
look on this Jiſaſe prevailing in Preice as countenanced by our Church. 
If the Gentlewoman be ſo zealouſly concerned for them, I am ſure She 
may Practice them in our Communion, as well as in that of Rome, as 
ſeveral others do. 

2, Confeſſion, even to a Prieft, in order to his Advice and Abſolution, 
our Church,I think, owns as much as that of Rome z —_— do not 
make it a Sacrament,nor make it abſolutely neceſſary,in an ordi ,for 
the remiſſion of every particular Sin,that it be particularly confeſſed, That 
the Pradtice of it is at preſent diſcontinued,our Church, I think, is not 
the Cauſe. That She has not interpoſed her Authority to continue it, 
might have been excuſed : 

I. Becauſe the thing is only of Eccleſiaſtical Right.For the ancienteſt vh- 
ligation to confeſs Sins, tho ſcandalous in their own nature, yet not be- 
come notorions (tho that differed much from the Confeſſion which is 
now uſed in the Roman-Church ) was firſt introduced after the Per. 
ſecution by Decixs,and that in oppolition to the Novatians,as Socrates 
affirms; and this was alſo afterwards taken away by Netarins Biſhop 
6f Conſtantinople, who ordered every one to be left to. bis own Conſei- 

+ ence in+ that matter, for which other Biſhops were ſo far from cen- 
ſuring him.,that they followed him in it almoſt in all places, as the 
fame Hiſtorian tells us, and that omiſſhon was vehemently pleaded 
for by St. Chryſoſtom, and obtained for no ſmall time in the Greek 

Charch, whatſoever it did in other places. Whence it follows that 

She has power, in diſcretion, to determunc concernining its aGal 

pratiice what She thinks fit. 

2. Farther, this being ſuppoſed, that it was in.qur Churches. power 
not to Impoſe it, that She did aQ prudently in not Impoſing it, but rather 
recommending it to the Liberty of private Devotions, will appear, if it be 
conſidered that, if She had ampoſed it, She mult neceſſarily have cx- 
cluded all ſuch from her Communion as had: not been fatished, with 
it; and it had not been Prudent to.have excluded Perions from: her 
Communion for Indifferent things avoidable by her, when She was 
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confdering that it was alfo likely that the number was great 
of thoſe who were fo diſſatisfied with it. | 

However, it the Gentlewoman be deſirous to Pratlice it for 
her own Edification, I believe She may be furniſhed with Perſons 
titted for it in the Church of England. 

3+ As for the uſe of Holy Oy in any of the pretended Sacra- 
ments, we donot ſofar condemn it, as to refuſe Communion with 
other Churches that uſe it ; nay, we oar Selves retain it as a de- 
cent Ceremony of Conſecration in the Coronations of our Princes. 

Only we again conceive it, 

I, A matter indifferent in it ſelf,and not Eſſential to thoſe Offices, 
becauſe of the differences in the Church concerning it. 

2, This being ſuppoſed,our Church does no way conceive it Pru- 
dent to continue it ; both becauſe it was the deſign of the Re- 
formation to reduce the Sacraments to their Primitive Simplicity, 
that ſo Perſons might Communicate in them on the ſame free 
terms as then; and uſe the Errors of thoſe who made them 
Eſſential to the Myſteries, were of great Conſequence, and very 
= -—H ſo diſcountenanced by a diſcontinuance of the Praftice 
t (e 

If by the Holy Oyl here mentioned, be meant particularly their 

Sacrament of Extreme Undiion, 1. Our Adverſaries cannot prove a 

Sacramental Undion for the firſt Centuries. A Miraculoxs one they 

may, but ſeeing themſelves confeſs the ordinary Uſe of the Mira- 

cle to haveceaſed, there is no neceſſary reaſon obliging our Church 
to continue the external Ceremony.This is at leaſt ſufficient to ſhew! 
that it is in the Churches power to continue it,or not. Which being 
ſuppoſed, I add, 2. That even in regard of the benefit expected by 
it, whether of Bodily recovery, or remiſſion of fins, or Spiritual ſtrength 
againſt the Agony of Death, the Gentlewoman ,nor any other Sub- 
ject of our Church,can ſuffer no loſs by our Church's diſcontinuance 
of it. For all theſe things are as certainly attainable by the means 
continued in our Church from Unqueſtionable Apoſtolical Tradition 

(as the Prayers and Abſolation of the Prieſt and the Bleſſed Sacrament ) 

as they could by the Vndion it ſelf; ſo that I cannot perceive how 

a devout Perſonneed to be concerned for the want of it , on the 

terms now mentioned. Eſpecially conſidering, 3. That in the way 

it is Adminiftred among them, to Perſons paſt hopes of recovery, 
and uſually paſt ſenſe of their own condition, it cannot be con- 


ceived in any rational way, capable of Edifying the Devotion of the 
L Perſon 
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Penſdn concerned, and no other way is ſuitable to the Diſpenſation 
of the Goſpel. And ſuppoſing it no Sacrament, there is no reaſon 
imaginable why the Prayers of the Aſſiſtants for ſuch a Perſon 
may not be as acceptable to-God, without the obſervation of this 
external Ceremony, as with it. And as upon theſe conceſſions its 
Continuance muſt needs appear unneceſſary, ſo, 4. It would be 
inexpedient to countenance the Errors conſequent to the Opinion 
of its being a Sacrament, which are of ſo weighty a-concerament; 
by continuance of a Cuttom which may ſo calily be ſpared; Theſe 
things may ſuffice at preſent for ſatisfying the Gentlewoman of 
her little concernment for it, without engaging on the Diſpute 
concerning its lawfulneſs. 

Now this Fundamental Principle of our Churches Proceedings 
in theſe and the like Particulars, concerning the power of the 
Church for Innovating from Ancient Cuſtoms, not only by Adding 
new ones, but Abrogating old ones, might have been proved not 
only from the Principles, but from ſeveral Prattices of the Roman 
Church her (elf. 


Q. 6. Why was Reformation dove by Act of Parliament ? 
Eformation may be conſidered two ways : Either, - 

I. As Preached and: Impoſed under pain of Spiritnal Cenſures; 
and of Excluſion from the Communion of :the Church, and a 
deprivation of all the Priviledges conſequent to that Communion; 
And this is certainly the Right of the Chureh,and' was according- 
ly praticed by the Chirech in our Engliſh Reformation : 

2. As Enacted as a Law of the Land, and conſequently as nrged 
the ſame way as other Laws are,ugder Temporal Penalties,andExter- 
nal Coercion, and ew by Temporal Advantages. And this is 
undoubtedly the Right of the Secular Power. And: this was all in 
which the Secular Power did concern it (elf in the Refrmation. 

What I can further foreſee in favour of our Adverſarics is, that 
3, The Secular Power ought in Conſcience to be hercin adviſed by 
the Eccleſiaſticks : and, 2. That though external obedience may be 
paid to the miltaken Decrees of the Secular Power following the 
miltaken part of the Eccleſiaſticks, yet the Obligation (in Conſci- 
ence and Right) of ſuch Decrees muſt be derived from the Fre- 
/tice of the Churches proceedings in adviting the Magiftrate;ſo that 
no Act of the Magiſtrate can make amends tor any Effential defect 
in the procecdings of the Chrrch, But the only Effe& of the Ma- 
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iſtrates concurrence in that Caſe is, that what is already 'per- 
rmed without Herefie 'or Schiſm-in the Chwrch, may be by that 
means ſetled in ſuch a particular Commonwealth without Schiſm or 
Sedition in the State. And therefore ſeeing they ſuppoſe that at the 
Reformation the greater number of the Biſhops then being, were FE 
overawed and deprived of the Liberty of their Votes by the Se- Ks | 
cular Magiſtrate, and it is the nature-of all Societies to be ſwayed: « 
by the greater Part ; therefore 'they may think: it unreaſonable : 
to aſcribe the Reformation to the Chxrch of England, but only to a 
Schiſmatical part of it z ſo that the Magiſtrate having attempted 
this Reformation without warrant from the Church, they think 
they do well to call our Reformation it ſelf Parliamentary. 

To this therefore I Reply, 1. That the uſe: we make of this 
Topick of the Magiſtrates concurrence, is indeed no other than 
to clear our Reformation from being Seditions, which is ordinari- 
ly charged on Us by our Adverſaries, and much more ordinari- - 
ly on the Foreign Proteſtants. ? 

2. That for clearing the very: proceedings of the Magiftracy 
from being Heretical or Schiſmatical, to 'the Conſcience of the 
Magiftracy it (elf, it is ſafficient that the Magiſtracy gave its Aſi- 
ſtance and Proteftion to no other Church, but ſuch as, at leaſt, ac- 
cording, to the genuine Dictate of thcir Conſcience, was neither 
Heretical nor Schiſmatical. But this Juſtification of the private Con- 
ſcience of -the Magiſtracy is, I confels; a thing we are at prefent 
not ſo neceſſarily concerned for ; and therefore, 

3. We grant farther, that for ſatisfying our own Conſciences 
of the” Juſtice of theſe proceedings of the itracy, it is requi- 
fite that we be Fatisfied that they were Adviſcd by that part of 
the Clergy, whoſe Advice we conceive they ought to have follow- 
ed.-So that if this may appear in the Caſe we are ſpeaking. of, 
this, and this alone, will be a ſufficient Vindication of the Mage- 
ſtrates proceedings to the Conſciences of his Subjects. 

4+ Therefore the Determination of the Fuſtice of the Advice 
followed: by the Magiſtrate, may be reſolved two ways : Either 
from the merit of the Cauſe; or from the Legal Authority and 
Right the Perſons may be preſumed to have to be conſulted on fuch 
occaſions. As'for the former, it is in the preſent Cale the princi- 
pal Diſpute, Whether the Reformation undertaken by the Magt- 
ſtrate, was right or not? and therefor: very unfit to be rclyed cn- 
28 4 Preſumption to prove the Magiſtrates proceedings Irregular, The 
latcr theretore only is prop:r to be whitted, cn here, Ard it con- 
wits 


of nouk bo 
Ee Wha 


nos Commnien, Jes cams be pretended neceſſary, to bo hy, 

-. waſh where obey arg duff! Coronet Far, 

I>,;The Romaxiſts therplglves neverallow that freedomitoPer- 
REP plaln jg. the Comal of 


ticular. National Chenderps 35-QUIS Was, they, 
eny that the greater part may Pray Horetio 


Iy to penal Plurality. of Vateg.; in which, 
handing think it unequal for the 


Fice of the Church, and the Catho- 
co.the Aſſemblies 
pt, Hereticky, 2s us was refiored firlt by Maxi- 
rs, then. by Pope Falius, after that by Maxauus 
falene,/and at lakt by the Emperor ,Fovinian, without. 
nemcalzevocation of the $ynods that had condemned him. 
| Janges0 bow like Nature might be given. 

24 HD had given the firſt Precedent of this! Liber- 
_—_ 7. ye to mic of the Canonical Appeal of the. 
> Un from. the Top to oh General Councih 
Go”. N I'S." 


- 
"of 
" 
4 


244882 


